ANNOTATIONS INcLUDE 181 N. C. 


NORTH CAROLINA REPORTS 
VOL. 139 


CASES ARGUED AND DETERMINED © 


IN THE | 


SUPREME COURT 


. OF 


“NORTH CAROLINA 
FALL TERM, 1905 


J. CRAWFORD BIGGS: 


REPORTER 


2 ANNO. ED. BY 
WALTER CLARK 


REPRINTED FOR THE STATE BY 
MiTCHELL PRINTING COMPANY 
STATE PRINTERS 
1921 


CITATION OF REPORTS 


Rule 62 of the Supreme Court is as follows: 

Inasmuch ‘as all the reports prior to the 63d have been reprinted by the State, 
with the number of the volume instead of the name of the Reporter, counsel will 
cite the volumes prior to 63 N. C. as follows: 





1 and 2 Martin 9 Iredell Law___-___------ as 31 N. C. 
Taylor & Conf. f -------88 EN. ©.) yg ee «390k 
1 Haywood.---..02-------- tT ae ee es 
2 Pree hie ee cé 3 $¢ 12 iz4 Poa dines ee ah é¢ 34 ve 
1 and 2 Car. Law Re- ; “4 « is: Oe Refaeli a (3 ae 
pository & N.C. Term Be A Nek eet See Or | 
} Murphey cé 5 éé o $¢ éé 7 ¢¢ 37 £¢ 
9 ‘é elt g Ogee eg Tan 2 be fe Se Po a ee QQ. «K 
3 $B Re SO) gee éé 7 's4 4 cé Gee a ate ee f¢ 39 $$ 
Vee ee Pg ay 
QE, tact eae ae ae GR hy ee aL, Oe 
3 Be aati em etd si aliad od sé 10 is4 rf éé Re te lecenste atte Stoica Aehat [<4 42 éé 
4 ED age len a ee vs 11 és 8 cc ci tye e ee cog é 43 éé 
1 Devereux Law. ..____-_- 12 Busbee Law__-__-_------- ‘cag 
2 is4 LS ay a eee s¢ 13 éé od SAAD «1 ¢ pn ee ee oe [a4 45 cé 
3 ay ee 14. < 1 Jones Law ‘AG. 
4 ‘“ i amen a o45 « ME hee ad cat AT 6 
1 $¢ Eq i eam ce 16 te 3 te fio On ye eg $é AS sé 
2 « AO eet ncaa Aiy. + 4 UT Ag 
1 Dev & Bat. Law. ...----- e138. “ 5. * FO Btn ce een len ea SE 
2 hey cent ty ce 19 éé 6 éé ha COT CT eee eae ¢é 51 f¢ 
3 & 4 té éé 20 sé 7 éeé é sé 52 sé 
1 Dev. & Bat. Eq...........“21 “ a, a nem 2 ree 
2 EE ee (af 22. té 1 6é Eq PT re eae és 54. ve 
1 Iredell Law Ba co eh Se nee oa ae ey a 2 Oe sas an ee deen aon enatd bp: 
2 aS tee EN eae se 24. cé 3 6é Sn, ee eee ee Ce [?4 56 ¢é 
3 (74 OP tia Sa ee cé 25 ‘¢ 4 (#4 MOS ee fe Me Pe ee ¢é 57 cé 
4 bs ce Sek So Rae “og « 5 OS bs ie eee «BQ 6 
i. b< ck Ty AL g & We CL SS RT are, AA BQO 
gow TTT iteas « | Lande Winstons. 60 
t xs ode tease en ge -D9.. Phillips Law___._----__--- 61. .“¢ 
8 éé ee at ye, Se t¢ 30 &e éé Eq eT nee ae té 62 te 


In quoting from the reprinted Reports counsel will cite always the marginal 
(i. e., the original) paging, except 1 N. C. and 20 N. C., which have been repaged 
throughout, without marginal paging. 


JUSTICES 


OF THE 


SUPREME COURT: OF NORTH CAROLINA 
FALL TERM, 1905 


CHIEF JUSTICE: 


WALTER CLARK. 


— 


ASSOCIATE JUSTICES. 
PLATT D. WALKER, GEORGE H. BROWN, Jz., 
HENRY G. CONNOR, WILLIAM A. HOKE. 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL ; 


ROBERT D. GILMER. 


SUPREME COURT REPORTER: 


J. CRAWFORD BIGGS. 


CLERK OF THE SUPREME COURT: 


THOS. S. KENAN. 


OFFICE CLERK : 
JOSEPH L. SEAWELL. 


MARSHAL AND LIBRARIAN: 
ROBERT H. BRADLEY. 


JUDGES 


OF THE 


SUPERIOR COURTS OF NORTH CAROLINA 


Name District County 


GEORGE W. WARD......--..2---c::-----2ceeeceeeececeeeeees BAT RU Sooo Steves eos Pasquotank. 
Ropert B. PEEBLEG...........-....--20--ceesqeeseeeeeces ICCODU 2occiie act cothen tits Northampton. 
HENRY R. BRYAN............--- Sesbeoactiuaatcossouteave A Ui vs Meret ner Rape nom RSet Craven. 
CHARLES M, COOKE.............22...c:-20c000eeseeeeeee 1 SDa) DB uv & Egnseerepe Re eS Suetee Franklin. 
OLIVER H. ALLEN W0......2...ceccccceeeeeeeeeccceeeecceeees POUT Ei 2c atonnstoesQeds and cauarbuaaces Lenoir. 
WILLIAM Re ALTON vsos ccs esrdderedativecesthisteesss =) BG 8d eee al rusteydeectatenass Wayne. 

OT Be IME CN PEN ox ecccituceiceesecdestctad locate cane aue Seventh...............--.. wdichwedede Robeson. 

WY ATi EE IN Basics ood sees teaceatce ececencoes | 7 Ed 1 6 & eee oe eRe ee Scotland. 
THOMAS J 5 ELA W wcisscesietvsnstesies nndvlncesieetins INDE eta oA gees Guilford. 
BENSAMIN FP; TOON G:cissccsiccdews cece cies PONG cis iescecs oes aoe Iredell. 
BRASTUS B. JONES......-.-2---c-0cc-eceeceeeeeeeesceeees Pleventh.................--...-..----Forsyth. 
DAMES: (55. W RBB icscioxercy ete eeesce hetescAseeex dBi 2) b ol | eee nee Cleveland. 
WY 33 COUN CYLD settee cccrecc en Sd Thirteenth.........0...2........... Catawba. 
MPL, 6 OS TEOB sisccseteses' ancorhe tice Fourteenth.............--...--.0- Rutherford. 
FREDERICK MOORE............------ Seeds Das Pitteent hh 2 succes Buncombe. 
GARLAND S. FERGUSON................00-002e-eeeee2-- SEN CCON Cisco aon Sree Haywood. 


SOLICITORS 


Name District County 
FRAGT Ss W ABD ues. ccsssecescasenstiwtececccslevebacscs | ly | (none eee ee MeN ee aoe Washington. 
WALTER BE. DANTELL AW... occ eee e cece ceeeeeeeees NI =100) 11) Se Halifax. . 
fF Rage Bes a0) : 1) Sen ee en me eee! DL @ b 8 5: 6 OREO RR eRRe eeae henna e ee araey Pitt 
CHARLES 'C,. DANTBLS sos cicrsscnnississascavecoscsttae 1A 05 a8 ¢ ener eere enti ern en nner ne Wilson. 
RUDOLPH. DUFFY.........-.-.cseccccccenreeeereceeeeeeeecees | Shy Eis Eee nae New Hanover 
ARMISTEAD JONES.......0.0020-cc0eecccecceeeccceeeeeneeees “| bt Eee eee Sen ee EO ee Wake 
(BPR © le 'n'272'), een nr eae a ee ean Seventh... eessceecceeeeeee Bladen 
Tix) Ts ROBIN SON ic co cacsie da careccsdoacccaeccaecbescedenecec |} E24 £6 en ee ene ee ee ar Anson 
AUBREY Li. BROOKS ..0000.....ceceee eens ee ecee ee eee eee INS Gis tecncets eal ee Soe Guilford. 
WILLIAM ©. HAMMER............0..cccssceeeeeeeeenees PONG on. k tii a detes Randolph. 

Se Saal OF 7.0.2 1. Se a De Ene me ee Hleventh...0..... eee eee Surry 
FIRRIOT CULAR RSON occn scabs boeaseetecessicctetecetie: WCU Eres been as hae tieseecatuotze: Mecklenburg. 
Moses N. HARSHAW........00...c0cc2cccceceeeeeeeeeeee Wel aT == 0 1 eR ene Caldwell. 

Dg Ee POPAUIN PIOUR voces nccdeCess ate cdeuecactadedans Fourteenth........0..0.022....2..4. Burke 

MARK W. BROWN ow uu-2eecceeeeee ce eneeceeeeeceeeecees Dig boc 2) 1 Pb Pee eee Buncombe. 
THADDEUS D. BRYSON...............22--0000-000ee-eee Sixteenth......0......000.222...e208 Swain 


LICENSED ATTORNEYS | 


FALL TERM, 1905 


ADAMS. TIENRY Dy) Bee ee ee eee UO, 
WOKE Ws AUD WARD: Seccete octets ae a Some Wars Sh eet scurmantentueeareden Se ueedicenn se: Bertie. 

PEE EAMY,. WULTAM WM inst ci cile leo dcncta Sends ote eareseeeecaeieensceesenssoe New Hanover. 
BOONE, FROBERT Bo.) IR cise Sects eed. aes ccointa ie etc cocaine eats Durham, 
TOWER ORDIN Se. Sc tecs cs eta ee te ae ae yc ae unas ek had noes Ashe. 

PRAM EAM, : WILETAM Goce hace lock Societe et ages ORs Durham, 
IRAWEEY) OU MUTER: CO ctscecsnceccectss st cocengreaate toss uttearxaansapicede cecal ieckeceecees Iredell. 
TSRIDGERG: BUBR WD Elsie ohio ses eee ad cee cnet orb aetettecudts eres ees eatee New Hanover. 
BROCK: WALTER: Wien oei eel re ee ee eo eas ....Union. 
BYNUM; FREDERICK: W 5.28sc2 scenes ee cee a Chatham. 
OHESHIRE, JOHN. 2cc08 055i ee Bocas ae Seer aan, Edgecombe. 
(COERISHOLM,, WALTER: Diy asec cess bia cate sich sucec sasleneldetnnte ales eceeincesuaecdeturnatcntes Moore. 

COLO Wi: DG AR sic ta ei te ese tlio ted eerie: Polk. 

OATS yd) ORIN Mee el iit cds Se A ates ste tite satiate dees eetote cay cence a. Harnett. 
DESO «5 5 sD ic ee cee saad abe oa a naeececss Sausne take enaieectnn Wake. 
DOERON FROBERT Asst etecee scout ccssretsiees cece senate oud dies st aadcseantenenaees Chatham. 
FARRIS: “HOWARD. Hite egies Ge eae eee i soeelni Ora: 

1 ca 44 a oleae 01) 1107 Bf Me ASR eo ee ee eee ieee Nees Geet Randolph. 
FORD, «FOS. Fics eet salt ee etc tet abodes Buncombe. 
BOO WV Toby AN TI Gi eceares canteens geste cin ett ota nten se tutacncunteaseuansie te deus ecatiediaes Wake. 

GA PFORD + POEL. | WW ce 2ei 33 as eee tenes ai hcehe eaten eee, New Hanover. 
GUDGER,. VON NO Digcosccsceses cise cle icstatesaviecctcoyn acea cd ease lecteur ca nat sandncca yee COMIDE, 
PIA MPTON dak UREN Cll Eis ae eect eae aS ccen Sacdeec ne Jackson. 
PRAY WOOD,: AURRED® Ws) Bicicnn hehe g econo tnd temecen te iveteancuncdeteee Alamance. 
FAB NDERSON 5/5 (FOZE RUB ac seco sys cbceesonudewanniice denecs eteateeogeseeececetaees Onslow. 
Jones, GEORGE L.........-.- Beste asec) acca ee nh ee soca eyes aaa osc Macon. 
FOEINAN GG BATA ost a tes lt coe tian esa oe eas cee at oe es a ota ate Duplin. 
TON By SEU NY ea pase casas cece rag atten ep eeepc encase aaa pede Rockingham. 
TONG, LS AAG: (DB veclo6 isd oe eva i cciceies ue ote tigate reste hig eee oe Union. 

EON DAV pcre se oa daectele ae dag oe oe oaaaia tnt Daaad ae cece abeawa nee asestes Union. 

WEA RUE, “CARE BS Tarts oof oho s se dessvascaac secu sncdea.ais oaivenceuaseetaccadspseveauch ea ceigs- Johnston. 
INESW-TON 5. VATS sku ces coco ean ee oe scar ora ae owacbe ecsepvaar ieee ime eesuecatoeet Duplin. 
PHARR, ROBERT B............ panels aise ie cease ck ee eee td Mecklenburg. 
FRAGUAN Dp OREN WY chetevcucievnt acest es tanto peateeeed aden ae ee News Ferry, Va. 
REDD) ORE SE? VE ices e4 coco deine Saeed ase Sadecteciea spy adecan cdl des pammets pea tecteeewat Mecklenburg. 
RYALS, NATHAN 'T.,.........--.----.-----+---+ heieraees Rare no eine eo ener y error ar Johnston. 
SAWYER, Drnestv IL............. sini d asap Tse uae kesaiceameleterscee: Soc aasnal ue cttecot Pasquotank. 
SOROGGS Uk MBs WV secs tacees ee  c al  eret Forsyth. 
SKUPPRR: CMAN WS io ite hea oie il nd ois nc seule cuales Robeson. 

RS WAIN 5 ORIN Hectic padlock ee oceeece cau Shen cldeanstetusenceed UCONN: 

MS VENDETI.W REDWRICK Doss oa i cite cea casei os Carteret. 
WEBB) Wal AM Ps oce nee ect tote ean Lace cee aa ea Franklin. 

WV FLISINA NT, POEUN. W sdeceatce eeciuougeaacicacuvanstseltasacccecaluwonednsieeetit Caldwell. 
WINSLOW PATRICK Flite caer eactamcouta etn Wake. 

AV OOT EIN,“ SER PRIN aegis es eels a tao eae eek ee cei eects Pitt. 

W RIG ET GC CO Eb sac seve ent aces toed ce Seco eadee ch ool dese eater Buseck ets Buncombe. 


CASES REPORTED IN THIS VOLUME 


A PAGE PAGE 
Alspaugh, Eubanks v......000000..... 520 | Everhart, Campbell v............. aleedee 503 
Archbell, 8. V.e..ececcc-cccccctecesneececeeeeee 587 | Ex parte MeCown.......:cccc--cccccccceo-- 95 
Armstrong, Porter Wo... eeeeeeeeeeeee- 179 | Express Co., Byrd Wo... eeeeeeeeee 273 
Austin, Lindsay V.......2.....00-...----0000-- 463 aa r : 
B Fowl], MoOoOre Vou... ..0.02.eeeeeeeeeceeeeeeeeee 51 
Ballou, JONCS Vii eee ccecceceeeeeeeeees 526 
Bardin, Davidson V.........2...2c.00.---- 1 G 
Barnes, Peacock Veeceecccccccsecccecececeeeee 196 | Garner, Outlaw Vi... 190 
Bernard v. Shemwell............... 446 Glenn v. Commissioners.................. 412 
Bidwell v. Bidwell... 402 Green v. Insurance Co.....000...000...-. 309 
Biles Vie Bieta eset cies. 528 H 
Board of Education v. Makely...... 81 Fall, HAWKS Veccccccccccceccccsseceseeccceceeoes 176 
| Sven ae Pandey Sa eee a Hall v. Telegraph Co... 369° 
Be Sie ote, Se pecan nese ane aieteeaae Hardwood Co., Cozard W................- 283 
Bray v. Insurance Co.......---....-. 890 | Hawkins v. Lumber Cove 160 
Bunn vy. Braswell... 135 | Hawkins, Lavinia, v. Lumber Co... 167 
Byrd v. Express Co... 273 | Hawks v. Hall... 176 
C BRICKS Vi ROMAN hoon eet Me cee 337 
Campbell v. Everhart......0000.0222002..- 608 around eae Me tate age eas ee a 
Cannon, Stocks Wow... ieee eceeeeeceeeeeeee- 60 Hobbs Kin Be ee 170 
Carraway v. Lassiter... 145 | Woaee. Hudson v.. 308 
Carter Vo Re Reccccceccccccccccececceceeee a Th eg a ac : 
Chemical Co. v. McNair... 326 ae a Saenoeaaee Fae a netaaeeenceneees apa 
Clark v. Statesville... 490 OW Sinn ee ee 649 
Commissioners, Glenn V.............---- 412 Homer D ; 3 aie ee co 919 
Commissioners, Lane Y.....0....0.......- 443 Honor ee ee 608 
Corporation Com. v. R. Ru... 126 Horto ty g Se ean derail 588 
Coxe v. Singleton... 361 Hu pees iy Hodve rear Cine 208 
Cozard v. Hardwood Co................. 283 Hudson Ho GeO he 959 
Cunningham y. R. Rocce 427 : Re tie oss 
: Hughes vy. Warehouse Co............... 158 
D Hughes, Williams v........... miteattgecaauals 17 
Daniel, So Veccccccccccececcesoeee en 549 | Hughes, Yarborough v..................... 199 
Daniels vy. Homer... ..cceeeeeeeeen 219 | Humphreys, Vandiford v............... 65 
Darden vy. Timberlake........000.0022... 181 I 
Davidson v. Bardin.......00...222...-..- a 
Davis v. Evans’... 449 | 7n re Scarborough Will -............. 423 
Davis, S. Le ee Ee tee 547 In re Will of Pope... ee 484 
Dayvis vy. Telegraph Co PORT AOE TT 79 Insurance Assn., Perry V.. sieve eereserae 3t4 
Dewey, S. Veccece--. En ee 556 | Insurance Assn., Sherrod v............. 167 
Dixon v. Jones.............................. 75 | Insurance Co., Bray V.............---.--- 390 
Donlan v. Trust Co... 912 | Insurance Co., Green V.................. 309 
Dudley, Merrell v.......00000000. OT J 
E Jackson vy. Telegraph Co................. 347 
Harly, JOYNEY V.........ccceeceeseeeeeee 49 | Jennings v. White.................... waged 23 
Eubanks y. Alspaugh...................... 520 | Johnson vy. Wescott.............0222..2.220-- 29 
Evans, Davis V.ii. ec see eee cceeeeeeeeee ee 440 | Johnston, 8S. Voi. eee 640 


CASES REPORTED. 


Jones V. Ballou... cece eens 526 
Jones, Dixon Vu... eeeeeeeeeeeee eee 75 
VOUCS Vice est ee at 613 
Joyner V. Harly......... eee eee cece eee 49 
Joyner, TYSON Voi... eee eeseeeeeee cence ee 69 
K 
WOO rnS Ve bs. ackas codsce.atoacscstecece te deuce 470 
FSGILY We. OCU son dee aioe ei ees 278 
Wenan, HICKS “Vissi c acts 337 
| Gil Oye eae 6) 0) 6 ae Re 170 
Kirkman vy. Holland..........02.0200000.... 185 
L 
Lane y. Commissioners............--.---.- 443 
Lassiter, Carraway V.............000----- 145 
Latham v. Lumber Co................-.... 9 
bimer; Pitchford vise. 13 
Lindsay v. Austin... eee 463 
WEOVO Ve TOV Cees. Gest ies hacesrateatcnees 363 
DAICH S55 echoes reese atist 2 ie gece 567 
Lumber Co., Hawkins v. ...-.......-.. 160 
Lumber Co., Lavinia Hawkins v. 167 
Lumber Co., Latham y. ....-........... 9 
Lumber Co., Mills vw. ow... eee 524 
Lumber Co. vy. Pollock......0.0.000.0..... 174 
M | 
Mabry V.cR.. Rete 52 A: 388 
Makely, Board of Education v..... 31 
MALES OY Bie V ccencnccteeecscaenceeiet ed 583. 
McCown, B® parte. eesceccceeeee eee 95 
MelIntyre, S. Vice csccceceecenneeeenee 599 
MeNair, Chemical Co. v.......-........- 326 
McPherson, Wallace V...............--...- 297 
Merrell v. Dudley...............2...-..------ 57 
Miller, Walker V.--00. 20. eeeseeeeee 448 
Mills v. Lumber Co..............--....--..- .. 524 
Mitchell, Pritchard v.........00..00.000... 54 
Moore V. Fowle..i........ececsceeeeee cece 51 
Moore, Hinton v..u. eee 44 
Murray, §. V..............-.--- pL cca Ba 540 
“N 
Newton, Sheppard V........-.:::::2::-0 533 
Norman, Wilkins V.............---..-.------- 40 
O 
OCU, -MelMy Vases eal eet 278 
Outlaw Vv. Garner...........ecceeeeeeeeeee: 190 
Owen, TUussSey V....0.....0..2..:c0eceeceeeeees 457 


P PAGE 
Parker, Ss Wid ches sss Mosstceeceaces 586 
Peacock v. Barnes.............0:0:ccc00--0+- 196 
Peera ni Va Fes ke sicencence tnt Ret eate se 303 
Perry v. Insurance ASSN................- 374 
Pitchford v. Limev................0000.0...-.- 13 
Pollock, Lumber Co. V.......000002.222.-.. 174. 
Pope, In re Will of.........22...0.0.0---- 484 
Porter v. Armstrong... 179 
Pritchard v. Mitchell.....c ol .. 54. 
Proctor, Smith v.......020.0..ceeeeee eee 514 
Propst v. R. R........... cadnapireuasacd easeens 397 

R 
R. R., Biles v. 2.......--.--. phat deatesg eat 528 
Eva tng (OR MLOR NG ihe bait cae fake 499 
R. R., Corporation Com. v............. 126 
R. R., Cunningham y. .................... 427 
RR, Atig INCALUS Vio ce ccectectesiey etic: 470 
15 Sm © Pe 0 ah dee ee scene 3888 
Ry Bis SPOSrami Ve. cedscesccce eco scee css 303 
Re Rey PLODSt: Vis kite iieccteenitive x 397 
|e 8 SOs BKC) | i 7 en 366 
R. R., Trouser Co. V._.......0.0022--- 382 

$ 

Scarborough Will, Im re. 423 
Shemwell, Bernard V........---..-..---.... 446 
Sheppard v. Newton.........0...0....00-.. 530 
Sherrod v. Insurance Assn............. 167. 
Singleton, COKE V..:.....-ccsssccesscceeeeees 361 
Smith, vi; POCtOP Aviccccx-oeccet cus. 314 
Sperry, Higgs V.............--csssscccccsessees 299 
UHC We ies ies ayy a Sepntutacd studs eos 366 
Sy Vs SAPCNDGLT®. 22st Are eee alls 537 
Sie ANIC: Gezose- Gate 549 
i i oa 6: 21 eee mee Pe EO 547 
Se We: IOC WEY ito bo eee ee ie ee, 556 
S. v. Holloman. .....-.---...2222...---.-----+++ 642 
De i ELOEMOT G5 toss heostnnoecaetucanes 603 
Do. We MELOPUOUL. sctesic svec ote ceeccets 588 
Se Vie POUNSEON -xcn.p2ecevsiweatenvassnveseecee, 640 
5 Vs OMICS rach rae eke natant datenns ietece 613 
nm ems) F(t: an RY eee 567 
Se WEA USD YY ccc. caceededne cise tees 583 
Se We MERCI DC YPC: 5. ac sei eeescertlases: 599 
Ron We DEEL OY: caccr gob tiesturcccctexssceces sms 540 
De Vo Pav kOr ei ee 586 
De Var weUheOm: cane ante 6 ee 574 
re ti cd A=) 1? gee ne Oe DDD 
Statesville, Clark VW........0....22.0----.0- 490 
Steamship Co., Stone v.......0.000..00... 193 


CASES REPORTED. 


PAGE 
Stocks vy. Cannon........0...0000.0ccccee eee 60 
Stone v. Steamship Co........0......-.-... 198 
Stotesbury, Bonner V................-0....- 3 
SU ELOM eV ieccacieaidslonccs Gob evicnreecces 574 

dl 

Telegraph Co., Dayvis v................. 79 
Telegraph Co., Hall v....0...0000..00..---- 369 
Telegraph Co., Jackson v........... a BAT 
Telephone Co., Wilson v............ ... 395 
WOU Ali? Sic Wisecscteeett coe pe Bosreda tease 555 
Timberlake, Darden V................---- 181 
Trouser Co. v.,R. Ru. 382 
Trust Co., Donlan V...2..0...0..2...20.--- 212 
Tussey Vv. Owel....................c0-ee-ceeeeees 457 
Tyson v. Joyner... iceadeess 69 


10 


| Vv PAGE 
Vandiford v. Humphrey.................. 65 
W 
Walker v. Miller... 448 
Wallace v. McPherson.................... 297 
Warehouse Co., Hughes V.............-. 158 
Weeks v. Wilkins...0..0 000. 215 
Wescott, Johnson V.............22220.0222---- 29 
White, Jennings V....0.. 0... eee 23 
Wilkins v. Norman............0..00.-0-0---0- 40 
Wilkins, WeeKS V...0.0.00...22. lesen 215 
Williams v. Hughes.......000000.00000000..-- 17 
Wilson vy. Telephone Co................-.. 395 
YX 
Yarborough vy. Hughes.................... 199 


CASES CITED 


Accident Co., Finlayson v............- 109 
Adams, Hamilton V...00...200c.ceee 6 
Albertson, S. View cence cece cece econ cee 113 
Alexander vy. Gibbon.......000000000..... 118 
Alexander, Lunsford V..................- 20 
PAIEOUAY Si 05 oss awake Sadao tees 80 
Allison, Simmons V......0.000000000..-..0- 118 
Alpha Mills vy. Engine Co............... 116 
Alston, Hawkins V...............-...---- 39 
Armfield v. Colvert........00000.00000-0..--- 103 
Arrington vy. Arrington....:........... ..102 
Arrington y. Arrington.........2....... 114 
Asheville, School Directors v....... 137 
AtTKINSOD, BS. Vu.u-.... ee scenneesssnerneeeees 51 
Atwell v. Shook.......20...0.0000c..eeeeee eee 183 
Austin V. Clark... licences 70 
Austin, Helms V............00000000-2eeee eee 116 
Aycock, Edgerton V...............0.....-.-- 123 
AyCock V. RR. Ryuiw ee... eeen lense eens 89 
Baker, Chamblee V.....................---- 95 
Baker, TUMY Wes vicencecccccsonndececveasssvecss 88 
Ballew, Mason V....... beatit peda ed SOO) 
Banking Co. v. Morehead.............. 122 
‘Bank v. Mfg. Cove... cece ee neee 96 
Bank Vi MEP CO aiacctiogasi sicastre,. 108 
Bank, Moore W......22...c.ccceeceeeeneeee ee 92 
Banks,: Parker y.::-ueientenue 79 
Barden v. Stickney.............0.-2.-------+ 180 
Bardin, Davidson V.......00...00........--- 13 
Barfield, Robinson V.............-........- 6 
Barnes v. Commissioners.............. 185 
Barnes v. SimmsS.........0.00000000022--2--- 40 
Barnett v. Roberts........00...........--..- 15 
Barrett, 9: Vedecsstdactitinc dete tees, 123 
Barrett, Bi Viiscekenee cae 138 
Barringer, Si Visssisleccsceiecvcstecenchee ence 110 
Barton vy. Morphis...........00000....0..... 13 
Bayard v. Singleton. .....2......0....-.... He 
Bd. of Education v. Henderson....126 
Beach Vi. By Recccccccvcccicdcccccccccecaveecee 120 
Beaman, Dunn V..........00......0000----- 126 
Becknall, Brown V..........22222.-0--22060-- 58 
Bell, Grant Wiau.....---..---.-ccsceeeeeees ore 87 
Benbury, Collins v......... fetes Rae ces st 25 
Bennett v. Shelton.........00.......... Pees Bi A 
Benton vV. Re. Riu... eeece cece ceee cence 122 


QOSGOCSCS ASCO COCOGCOS OOO ODOC eo 


p> 





AALAAAZAAAALAALALALZALAAZ 
eRoLonovoonolore lone eters oeqorene 
bok 
os 
~] 








ee 
Ire 
es 
Oo 











a “ . oy “ “ Ne 7 a we ~~ Ma a ‘eo ~“ “ 





N. 
N, 

N, 

N. C., 689 
N.C., 502 
N. C., 766 
N. C., 423 
N.C. 34 
N.C., 277 
N.C., 108 
N. C.,1009 


= 
jad 


ee ere ee eee 


eee eee ee eee ee eee 


eee ee ee ee ee ere 


Bee ewe ee wer ee OBES ES BEF bee eee tae eee BRO 888 Mev ee eae 


ee ee ee 


Oe ee ee eee ee 


eee ee eet er ee err 


eee eee rr eee) 


ee eee ee 


ere ee ee eee 


eee ee eee See ee eer re 


ee ee ee eer ee ee errr rT | 


Pe ee ee ee eee 


Oe eee ee rere er) 


ee ee ee ee ee ee re 


ee ee eee 


CASES CITED. 





























12 


Biggers). Si V eketeesee seins: OS IN yo ht 587 
Gs 905 Te Rita Gee ee ee Pete | BOE IN Oo ei eae at silence 476 
Bind: Ve, CUA 2 oo cist teh MA IN gO se Ec eh ti ee 15 
Bird v. Gilliam. ...u... 2... TAS IN ie Qe ne ee ee 15 
Black v. Commissioners................ AN op. 2 betiectaatc ereats Wan tad ea tee tesla 419 
Black vy. Wright.............. Seite oasiale Bole INA og: EO Pade parish aeerons niscee eps troeteta neces cnc uodsbade 210 
Blackledge, Murray vV..................--. TAL ANG Gig BOG os soccree cadet enetia ues cance hagas 45, 453 
Blackley, Blake Wu... OT IN gO 5 a eestor cet tot eaaa induce eatganuccteas 50 
Blackstock v. Cole................-....---- By IN A Oa se ete ee tate 27 
Blackwell v. Blackwell.......0000000.... Ae AN At Ne 8 es Oi Seas ee ha hs or 41 
Blackwell, McHlwee W............22.----- TOD IN Op NOB es essere cintnesctoneyte tanto nineiat 441 
Blakely v. Patrick.....000000000000000000... af Gat, fee, © ream: | Sa raneaey nant ere ane nn ODE Se te One ae 330 
Blair v. Coakley... ee BOO ING Oy OD oo eicaesaaecs aceite aces eck gassed osdeace 365 
Blair v. Osborne..u......... 22. cce eee OS IN ag ET oad tecsied carn ore ete cea dea tenedceke 42 
Blake v. Blackley.............0..2c000---- TOO IN a, DOD tes Bio ht ee A aa 50 
Blalock v. Clark... cece eee ee 1938 Ne Coy BOS eaten eit ee 396 
Blankenship, S. V..ceccccceccceeeceeeeeene AT IN Oe BOS ec sciotee wheat techs sia Sealicebe diate 338 
Bloodworth, S. Vo... eee eee Oe INGA oO Rone east ocak ate ece et susste cee tte 648 
Blunt, Threadwell v..............0........ SOAN WG oscil ee cs otto 74 
Boger, Turner V......0.000.000.00000000-ee---- TG ING ig OW i asa tS aR Soe. 175 
OT Ss a poi eae ae NOG IN AG BO soci acts es het ite cer er eat cats 515 
BOSWElIy Se Wacesbecet c52 ee ns i tiene tee 02 eee ee ese more te Ero Set SRNR 362 
Bowen v. Hackney...............-22.22200+- US Oo ING Ag Ses he er hctceie ce 10, 11 
Bowers, Hopkins -v...0....00022....022222---- ROSIN Ci Osa ehh sh ht ih eon SOL 
Brady. Se Ve fe i DO IN OG he Be ae a A 558 
Braswell v. Ins. Co..........022222022....-- RO IN eRe Ste eee phe ales a al fs 313 
-Breesee v. Crumpton... OT, ING As ND oka ected 2 dart Bales 73 
Bridge Co. v. Commissioners........ EN age oasis scarce scacuates teenies AIT 
Bright v. Tel. Co..... sedan GZ ING ag. os Uczoscives tat veccs ies ec test Sete a eee actn 83 
PIG ES IW PO eis e Westen the ies d Fag by Poe Slat 6 AP ma RRC aL Oe me rn 126 
Brinkley, Perkins V.......000000.0000.22...- Vo Ng Oi 8 cho ic tected ch sees hte 188 
Brittain v. Westhall......2..2....... bie TBD: IN OG FO ero scot a a ee 482 
Britt v. Lumber Co...-..0000.0.. 0.0... SOS aN Os Tien es occatas dade arcialie at 15 
Broadfoot v. Fayetteville.............. PE IN Moje A Bessa se es oe ee tease 251 
Broadnax y. Groom.....0..00....222222.... IN A ei eae ee 418, 420 
Brookshire, Gay V..............22.-...------ Be NOE ee eee Sete 560 
Brower; COX Wiseeiewtececs oes TES IN Oi Ee eee steer iaboh awe aie estes secs 192 
Brown v. Beckna ll... DS: Ny Cs BOB ie th ee 1438 
Brown, Duke v._....0..00...2220 22... ON IN Sp ah ot eremeecevaa as cicec betes ce eterna! 498 
Brown v. Electric Co... 1S IN Cig oie itnedar Paste cielo Ghee Say 262 
Brown, Isler V........0..0.2.00...2c2ceeeeeeeee Ge Ns oy ca Fain Sopot ceuipereustas: Sheen ee eee 560 
Brown v. Keener.............02......22.------ Pe ING ig TA ise ioe ees italics ei lecke tas ceo cistiniese, 180 
Brown v. Kinsey.................2.2.0-000- de, Noe ee cet a sa trate tt 2 A lr a 275 
Brown, Morehead W........0...020..2222---- 8 Sie be es 457 See ne RE CS RO eee 195 
Bruce v. Nicholson........0000....02......- DD) IN Cis acess Meret cctap ee eaters ates anaes eas 183 
Bruner v. Threadgill... Ded: INO ig Ze seseeaa asks cat eGacoat veils naeeeeacaes 20 
Bruner v. Threadgill.........0002200000.-. OOS IN My “aks, deli asanucuuetteesscuiastseacvesucateitesateass 33 
Bryan, Guano Co. V.-w.... eee eee DLS Ng ig. tO) Oceana ceeds ance eescceetnalt oe Mote ost 335 
Bryan v. Spivey............--...-- LOD IN AG > OT Gi ese esa ed oh dec cua ceard 27, 513 
Bryan v. Telegraph Co.......00.0.....2. Mer Ne oe: OO eters that eh a es 373 
Bryans Se Vision iain es fDi, © i: 5 ee eR ta Sea eo RO 558 
Buckman y. Commissioners.......... RO IN Ou, PAs Es aaa hal cansionebee ton vevsabenscei hosetst eet 419 
B. & L. Asso., Smith v................... MD ING Cp OO aot Seca as soostu euro turin ash) 396 


CASES CITED. 


B. & L. Asso., Williams v............ 131 
BU GT Ge Be Vycste tcc eeskickceepeenenaes 100 
Bunch v. Lumber Co......... sshageiasusiee 134 
PV DOC osc sccecd verectcesccnnencieaeces: 107 
Burgess, Lovingood V..........-..-.---..- 44. 
Burnett, Mizell vo... ee 49 
Burnett v. R. Rowena 182 
Burnett v. Thompson..............02...... 51 
Burrell v. Hughes... 116 
Burrell v. Hughes.........0..00...-2.......-. 120 
Burrus v. Ins. Cov... eee eee 124 
IBVEGS Vie ERs Ricctevencseticenes ant Side 133 
Byrd v. Express, Co.................---.---- 139 
Byers, Carleton V...........22....-22.-----00- 71 
Caldwell v. Neely.........000.022-..------+ 81 
Call v. Wilkesboro.....................-0++ 115 
Campbell, S. Vi... ccceeeceeeeeeee econ 76 
Cannon, Stocks V..............eeeee eee eees 139 
Carleton Vv. By@?s.u........cc eee eeceeeee 71 
Carr v. Commissioners.................. 136 
Carter, LOW 6. Vcince ie ee ee. 55 
MCATEOL Vos Rea ec chetcd is vias cocoate 126 
Carter ye Witt aee 138 
Cathey v. Shoemaket...............--... 119 
Cathey, Strother v............... beatae 5 
Cedar Co., Parish v.................-.------ 133 
Chambers, 8. V..........------ seal tea needs 93 
Chamblee v. Bakevr.......0000.0...2-......05 95 
Chappell, Lictie v............0........-- 111 
Charlotte, Norment V..............-.-.--- 85 
Chemical Co. v. Johngon...............- 98 
Christian v. Parrott... 114 
Christenburg v. King................-....- 85 
Olark, AUSUUD Vicccsessccscsecciesee ees 70 
Olavky BlalOCK VocncgeseGcteeeta scores 133 
Clark, Currie V......-........ccccceeeeeeeee 90 
Clarkes vi ies Seca ccc 117 
Clark, Tryin Vicccesth wiser cents 98 
Clayton, McCall v............0.02.....--++ 44 
Clinard vy. White...._...000.020.0---.....--- 129 
Coakley, Blair v......... saesaciwataanee 136 
Cobb v. Fogalman............222..--.---+-+- 23 
Cochrane, Ducker v................2....-+ 92 
Coffield, Ward. V.......-.-.--------+---+0---++- 16 
Cohen, Moore V...-..............:ccceeeeeeeeee 128 
Cohen, Wallace Vises 111 
Coit, Mauney V..............- ned osontg nase 80 
‘Cole, Blackstock v......... Sots ie Settles, 51 
Coleman v. R. R.......-22.....222..-------+++ 138 
Goley: vs Ris Risiseiteceniccennecs Aad 28 
COLCY. Via es eee eh eh cees 129 





AAAAALLAAALAAALZ 


© 





ALLZAAAARLAA A AZ 





AAALAAAAAAA! 











AAAALAAA LAY 


jad 
fa) 


SOOCEGSOOCOOGS 


Me “ eo “ w= ‘ “ ~- < aa 


QAPMQAAAAQAAAAADAAEAABANQBQABAAAR2AAAA092 2 


~ “e 


“e “ = “ a 7 d \e we “ “ 


“ Ne we “ . “ee eo id ~~ Ne “ 7 “e “ y “ Me ‘ “ ~“ Nae ~“ “ 


| Se OER 310 
|: A gn eee ns 362 
1 | eee eee ee Mca 162, 165 
| ee ae nee aiid 
|| ee Oe tO PS 37 
DAD ed avast inane Rie ca ts 162 
DG ie ciennaehaney cece ce bereee 307 
Dain nen tia sa nie Sena ACh eee 10 
Ey ene Cee er eae eae are ESS 585 
{eae eee eee 555 
Oe ceca teenie lina teeiadene 3138 
aan irae ee ts 481 
7, fe OR I OR 472, 473, 517 
id openers Ae at Neat 560 
(Coe ee en ee 513 
De ieee Ac aceecntet rnin 296 
1 a te ROR OTST 542 
AO coche ce Meru teehee eto ‘441 
| ee atte ential Sen eT 560 
Oe eee a tae a a 445 
oA eee sae nee 455 
1, a eee aaa RTO TEE 584 
(| eee RC eee 499, 500 
iy Gaia ree nen ne Ce ee 545 
(, Seeetae eeP RE s 37 
OT ¢: eR I eee 238, 252 
(| eee re TE Ie 646 
10 eee nt Riera? 461 
i gn conr LTR NP eS re ne See 365 
Fy ie epee 498 
Oe Ste dette eat ahs Aas, 335 
71s ee PERRO eo 73 
0 eee eRe arte eae 513 
A Seti eal he eerste tla Net 560 
; (11: eR ee nN ENS 396 
ls eee ee 560, 566 
Dios 203 
Yc en, eae meen 11 
1) tee ee EEA en eee 344 
7 | a ene Ree OnE RC 302 . 
BOs soa cde atcfes doom ee Utes 365 
UA ica feelers tac 276 
GO cert oe te ta atti taut gh 461 
D0 tcl ps irate se oak 64 
OA cae toni Ae eet ts 354 
(1 ae eRe te rere 50 
21 | ee ee el Pere ee Oe tie 334 
BCU cde rele tte Oe set tatns nan ted 27 
1 eC I a 272 
Beer tose hte atchke nite, ae Senter, 531 
Le scalable sacs acto eae 481, 581 


¢ 


CASES CITED. 


Collins vy. Benbury.......0....20200..00..... 25 
Colvert, Armfield v............0000000..--. 103 
Commissioners, Barnes Vv. ...........- 135 
Commissioners, Black vy. -...0000...... 129 
Commissioners, Bridge Co, v....... 81 
Commissioners, Buckman y........... 80 
Commissioners, Carr V. ..-..22.0..2..-- 136 
Commissioners vy. Harris................ D2 
Commissioners, Jones Vv. -00.0........- 137 
Commissioners, R. R. vu... 24 
Commissioners, Reiger v. ............ 70 
Commissioners, Tate V. .......0........ 122 
Commissioners, Vaughan y, ........ 117 
COMLY;. BiV incdcneanGiaticcneaecaked 130 
Connelly, Drake VW... 107 
Construction Co., Delafield y....... 115 
Construction Co., McDowell v..... 96 
WOOK Vie Biicctcrsctsca sips secaapetutectes: 128 
Cooper, Be parte............20..-. ea nee 136 
‘CoOoper, GYAY V......---eccecceeceee eee eee 65 
Cooper, Whitesides v........00000000... 115 
Cornelius v. Glenn... 52 
GOVINS LON, eV ie ucneiiierdcenctscsemet 125 
Covington, Wall Wu... 76 
Cowan v. Layburn..............00022.....-- 116 
Cowles v. Hardin........ eset tee 79 
Cowles v. Hartin........000000000000000000... 91 
COX Vs BrOWwern..ccoegictein 114 
CORN Ths Siitins: Sedotest csi 123 
COX? Wilks. Fit PC west eiiateed pce, 46 
Cranford v. Tel. Co......0.2....0000.....-. 138 
CLATONs) So? Vieccccleiectele ere td vere: 28 
Crawford, Norwood V..................... 114 
Crawfield v. R. Ra... 111 
Crenshaw, S. Vu. ccececeeceeeeeeceees 94 
Cromartie v. Parker.............00.........121 
Cromwell, Norfleet v.......00.0000000000. 70 
Crouse, Henderson v.......--..2........... 52 
Orowell “Si Visti inet i ne 
Crumpton, Breesee V..............2...----- 121 
Cruse, SOSSAMAN Vou...---cecceccececeeeeees 133 
Gurrié Vi Ola ie exnceive ees 90 
Daniel v. R. RR... peuaeted nual 117 
Daniél-v. Rs Rincon sales 136 
Wa nIelse Sc. ON ptecteiseeretcaked, Gone tones, 184 
Darden, Lindsay V.........--..--.2.2.:c000 124 
Davenport, McGowan V................. 134 
Davidson vy. Bardin........cc 189 
SSD AVAS PO tes sect eel on tuauee 81 
Da Visy iv Perec oe acter los 186 
Dawis; Re Re Vices eeeus 19 


15 BE OR Cee ane a ee 286, 576 
in Gal GR 1 Gage VR Cn a an 441 
Ns. Ge eee bens 419 
Res 1 eC 419 
1 CT” |) s Ne a Ra nO en Nr ene 47 
1 3 gs [ei eee Oot Ee 419 
15 PE sb), (ean CO ea PD 4455 
IN C5 28 core ee oe oe, 585 
NG 010 et eee re, 421 
1 Cae (1, 498 
INGO 10h cee ee tar! 498 
Is Fok ORE 117 een ae a Oe 420 
IN Oc aerate hb tet 419 
IN Cy 8802 eee ctor le 553 
IN AOS tia ant nt Ny i 560 
i © As ee are eee wee 124 
I area aa etna os tines 498 
i BEL CEC: Soak 354 
15 Gal Oe 1 en a eR 15 
Ieee enh  ts 2 
jS Gal Gs (| cee alee Serene enor eee ea 11 
1a ORE (7 eRe eam ne 578 
NAO) 04k ed Oct ee 647 
IN Oeste gle clea 20 
SE © As '(, ae ee er es 2 
iA San npn eee eae 527 
| Fe, © PEF, 9 ae ca Tan RRR 526 
I ate ri he ee 192 
OU ee ects tented ee cee tAnteacteeeta ee de 481 
Ne O., S20. ccccceccseeeccccssnecccaseesscesesseesee 486, 488 
1S Fa BRS |)” Pte 83 
i, Ek Ge £1 Cee re ee 539 
1 Oa. eee 468 
NC Oli rose rd Sete ese ks ti) 542 
IN Oe 80 deere en eee 585 
INGO 100 0, i ee Peat se Ae 56 
NC O88 el oe Oe eens IRD 
NGG 20 ci eee eo 541, 543 
NC 082i eet es 561, 566 
iP Cs (>) ee ne ee eee manta 73 
NAO ATO eater Bi ecole tale hme otal 59 
NEG B50 etaccntes ie cea aes .. 560, 566 
D 
INO Decctatecehetce eaten, tate ne toe 354 
ss SE 5 1 eee re et emer 352, 854, 355 
1S 0 Gas 5 Rares a eaten ets ne ere 606 
N. Ci, BOQ. cceccccscccccccoeececesesceesceoeeessonspaneeene 289 
15 EL © Ase ea ee On ee 63 
I Wren tet te Reece hearer cae 63, 441 
15 Ca pine ele eee One per 96 
15 OO i; eee pe mE 501 
N.C., 451........ 296, 618, 620, 622, 625, 628 


14 


CASES CITED. 


Deaton, [1 1€__.....2.ce.ccsessseasenseeeeneree 105 
Deaver v. Deaver...........0.00.. eee 137 
Debnam, QS. V......-..--.--:.-s0:-eese0-0- tetas 98 
Deitrick v. R. BR... 127 
Delafield v. Construction Co......... 115 
DesFarges v. Pugh... 93 
Devane v. Royal... 52 
Devereux v. McMahon......00000000.... 108 
DC@Y COW) Sy Vises ee eek 119 
Dickson, Moore V........0.0...22.-20000-20--+ TA 
PUY, SV evita Wedd canes 72 
DVKON, DS WAEE “Vetere 181 
Dobson vy. Finley.......00000.000.0.22222..---- 53 
DODSOD. Vie Tes Eiht ees 133 
Dorsey v. Moore..........0.02.0.2..cccee-- 100 
Drake v. Connelly.....-.0.0..0..2.00--2ee-e- 107 
Ducker v. Cochrane.......................- 92 
Duke v. Brown .........---s--ccescceoeseeeee 96 
UNC A NV, FRA ste. coheed avs 117 
Dunn y. Beaman.........0.0.. ee 126 
Dupree v. Dupree.........2...2..0200222.---- 45 
Dupre v. Ins. Cou... sMaaideetpant 92 
OE 1200 | a | ep 94. 
Earp v. Minton........... asthe aie sas 1388 
Edgerton v. Aycock......00..0.002..0.2....-- 123 
Hdgerton v. R. Bu... eee 115 
Edmonston, Love VW....2..2..22222.:::002--- 23 
Edney v. Edney.............000.02....0----006 81 
Edwards, Francis v..............00..-2..--- 77 
Edwards, Johnson v.00. 109 
Electrie Co., Brown V.........-......----- 138 
Elliott, Lowe v......0.002........ Riaaltoele foc 107 
Elkins, Scott Woo... eee eee eee 83 
B 2) bile ele ©): hl bs glee nee nee ee 94. 
EMry: Vir Parker nineties 111 
Engine Co., Alpha Mills v............. 116 
FEPNOST, ae. Vireee reo ten ciate nc eee. 98 
Ewbank v. Turner....2..0.0..0.22...------- 134. 
Express Co., Byrd v........-..22.......-+ 189 
RUM SS Vite ncescict it notes 188 
Be parte Cooper ........ceceeeeeccees 136 
Exe parte Macay .........0.c ce 84 
Exe parte Schenck ....0 65 
Ea parte Summers .......00.0000000.....- Zt 
Fairbairn v. Fisher..........00...200.0....-- 38 
Farmer v. Pickens...0..0000000e 83 
Farmer, Sharp V.~.........200222--0000-020 20 
Fayetteville, Broadfoot v.............. 121 
Ferebee, Grandy V..........2.0----.0-2---- . 68 


ABAAw Aw we ww 


AA 


~ 
“ 


SASOCCGGOCSCCOOOGCOSGGea 


AAAAAAAZAZ 


“e 


EY 


AAAAAZLZAAAAZAZAAALAZAZAZALZLZALAA 
eaaaaoaaogaanaeaaaaaas 


AA ZA 


a 
On 


Dd9, 


104, 


357 


CASES CITED. | 


_ 
faa) 


Ferrabow v. Green... VET OS ING oes Se rs alle 
Fertilizer Co., Goodwin v............. d By ES di (Oe Gomes 12 pee Pe ee ee ae 
Fertilizer Co. v. Rippey...........-...... NOB ANG OG Osco Doss bahar ae heehee 8 ioe, 
Fertilizer Co. v. Rippey.................. 124, Nes 648 stceeties cites bate ce 
Field v. Wheeler...........0...0-0..0-..--..- gE UD Fe te 3 Sa ee ve Ben 
Finlayson v. Accident Co............... OD SINGS oD Dc aes Sass ede te earls Reece Sk Gate 
Finley, Dobson. V.........000..0.....c0--00- Dy IN gs FOB see end aa 
Fishblate, Scott v.........000..0--ceee DG IN PG OD eres i eo ase ek 
Fisher, Fairbairn v.....00..0..000......-... IN yO saset sain ed hs Mouton saasioty ied tcubantcetednees 
Fite v. Lander... eee pa Fe, 2: fGen A a A Ree ee 
Fleming v. Sitton.............. i Atetee haa VIN Oe SG Meee see ia) she tad as Sasa eh enol 
Fleetwood, Wool V......0.........---.------+ DG NAS AC Os sce coasts signees cess eccueeecehs 
Fogalman, Cobb W.i.....2.0.2.2..2100-- Dede ING Ol AA clea ht ee ail 
Foundry Co. v. Killian.......0.0..0..... OO: IN AO OM asic diac pales eS 
Fowle v. Kerchnevr.................0........ BOING Ae tates et ea tet ets eee 
Fowler y. Pool.................-. eee Se O38" NaC, AGO e 3 lr eet eG et 
Foy, Whitford v.20... eee eee GN Cis DOD nde sere so thee Yt nc Gs eo 280, 
Francis v. Edwards...................--.-- A RS is Ora 47 ener ey eed aor eee eerste 
Us oi cler 6 HS ia eae 3 He | ementee en ae See et ee BOING: HO sales ie steers east oneeer aa cuatans 
Frey v. Ramsour...........2..--:::ccec----- BO Ne C5 (ACG ik oe he a at ce 
POET GZ: ss Viecesancsancestovessaaniederntvate dicts ss Pose is ek 6-19 ean Ree ne Pe Sm ee ATS 
Fullbright v. Yoder..........000.000....... a 1 oa Po, rane: || 6 ae Oo en ene ee 
| G 
Ga. Co., Guilford v............ sab dedet Cc TOD IN Css os ho Sh a ti et 559, 
Gammion Vv. Johnson... OG IN SB Tec es ice rrnc tect iene eee cients 
Gall). Ss. Miccecconccectbiccancaieesconcesees T26 No.5 OBS eccscscsreeaigee ds heehee 222, 576, 
Gardner; Ss. “Vite ee OBOIN SO OR Cire cesncces fe ae ee oats 
Garretin Sy Vitesse ele eet GOIN AD ae BP ca en et oes nica tet 
Gay v. Brookshire..........0...20-00000000- BIN sae Mele Ge teases Pye ican 
Gay, Stanelll, Vidssissiewststech oe DEIN O pF ROO sacs i caincriat coe abe eo cea 151, 
Gibbon, Alexander V.........000......02... UES INS Oss 89 Grcexch cates dabaiod nadeipiteweciiies 28, 
GDS Vs EY OM grabs Soe cetcceeien et oesst DOIN 3 Cs WAG psc hatonm, eto elat setae hea tate 
Gidney, MOOLe Wii... lee eee eeeeeeeee MO AN: esate teen Sn seta tek ee eae conde 
Glerseh, S. Vie. nccesccsscseccecseessceenscee OS ING Og. 02 Oia ae ers tenets sates eats 
Gilbert v. James..........0000ccc cece cee SGCIN AO A are ceyecidien inlet Senn esen edie 
Gilllam: Bitd: Vesieicec dices TOTOING Gig B26: cient cielo! 
Ge iy ADE Wiccsatencaeecivcnentexeeaeecs Dee NG ig, AB acceso cate eae So cla oe 
Gillis v. Martin... nly Gaal, ie, a: |e cn AEC ere 
Gill, Williams V....20 eee eee IN OG (oriecattsncacedesmpgicsth tuaceitcasicedenusnauess 
GICn Ss Veteeee eaten eet Oe Ne Oe a as te att an Ek ie has 
Glenn, Cornelitls V........0.0..00....----e0 LS ye es Gira 91 ae a Me mee Pn ore 
Gold Brick Case... 53 a ae +159 Pn eet ca ee ee ee 
Goldsboro, Southerland v............. OGOING Oy AOR recesed ecco crecceedie ee Sei ont 
Gooch, Vaughan V..-.0......000..000...0-2 OE: IN Og 9) OA ses ctcesick ob ce dep sasrect tank Sacsg tace ae 
Goodman, Hite Woe... eee eee 7 GR Ga © SPs | (Oe en eee ne 
Goodman V. Sapp......22..22..--..e-eee LOZ IN | Gir ote tsctesa dene ovhcan tered eisccaeaetuce 
Goodwin v. Fertilizer Co............... TEND! NO 22 vet reece hott toad ss PEE Se ae eoeee 
Gorham, [1 1€......cccccccecscceseseeeeeeeees 129° NeeGs, ABT ak acesies east: 121, 122, 128, 
GOUlGs. Sc Visca Seve elated OO IN| Gs, OG ied cececanietteee ec eee 
Grabbs v. Ins, Co......2...cceeeee eee DZD: No Cs BBO -cccocs sn ctantecteeds donde dean densiteideee sacactae 
GURY Ss Viste eee eee So IN 4 CLs oisicaveccccsi a ta pwetacaecc snes. ycscchatetantas 
Graham, Harry V......-...00.--21--000 i Ea), a, © a Gy nee ee ee oh ae en ae ne 


CASES CITED. 


Graham, Kincaid vV..........--...... eee 92 
Grandy v. Ferebee............... desist 68 
Giant: ¥.. Belccccccpek cece 87 
Grant V. Re@@S@......... eee eeeeee eee 94 
GUay Ve COODCR sii. eet eae 65 
Gray, Leathers V.............ceeceeeeee eee 101 
Gray, Mfg. CO. Woe. ees eeeeeceeeeneee 121 
Green, FerrabOw Vu... 110 
Green V. GYe@ne.... eee eeeeeeceeee eee 69 
Green V. Griffin... eee 95 
GBC ON eV vcce edicioce os laswactagee tease ta cepa 134 
Green V. Tel. C0.........c00. cc eeeecceeeee een 136 
Greenlee v. R. Rue eee 122 
Greensboro, Stratford v..............--- 124 
Griffin, Gre@N Vow... eeee ce eee 95 
Griffin, Mobley Vu... eeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 104 
Griffin, Ponton W.o.. eee eeee cece 72 
Grist v. Williams... 111 
Groom, Broadnax VWo......ccececesecceoe-- 64 
Guano Co. v. Bryan.........0.0........---. 118 
Gudger v. Hensley... 82 
Guilford v. Ga. Cow... eeeceeeeeee- 109 
Guilford, Habn y..... 0. 87 
GUO Y: Vi MACY cccresiccsie wn custeerat te: 81 
Hackney, Bowen V........c..--ccsee----+: 136 
Hafner y. Irwin................ stake etch 20 
Hahn y. Guilford... 87 
Hailey v. Wheeler...2....002..-.0.e...0---- 49 
FPA, Caw: Vives te esate see 117 
Hall, Slingluff v............. Oi hecucied toes 124 
ERE Wi WA ROP cote acs ae aes 118 
Hallyburton v. Slagle... 182 
Hamilton vy. Adams... 6 
Hamilton vy. [eard@ee eee 114 
Hamilton, YOW W...ecc.-ccccccccceeececeeeeee 186 
Hammond vy. Schiff... 100 
Hampton, Rea y..........2......-- unten 101 
Hampton vy. Wheeler.._........0..--....-. 99 
Hancock vy. Tel. Co... 137 
Hansley vi Bhs. Recccccctecsdenevecsescccncens 117. 
Harden vy. R. Ruviii..eeeeeessesecceeeeeseeee 129 
Hardie, Rose Vui..i22.cececeeceeeeeeee ences 98 
Hardin, Cowles v......... ERR RECA REEDS 79 
Warrills “Putile vic. cae ee ie. 85 
Harris, Commissioners V....... oe 52 
Harry v. Graham... 18 
Hartin, Cowles V...-....2..22.22:-200000----+ 91 
Hartman, Williamson y................. 92 
Hartzog v. Hubbard....... 19 
Hassell v. Walker....... Pee enema 50 
Hawkins v. Alston... 39 


2—139 


Az 


QPAQRQAABRNAAAQQAADRAQAAMQAAAAD 

















AZAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAZ 





se 


AZAAAAAAAAZ 





7 


anaaangaaenasnaagaaaanaaaanaaaa 


N. 








at 
a] 


BS Ditecitaseseidistectss ae 222, 293, 
5 ee a en: 181, 182, 


CASES CITED. 





Hawkins, Stamper V..........--.--------- 41 
Hawley, Hinsdale v........ Seer ere seares 89 
Haynes, Jobnston V.........2.-------1--- 68 
Haywood, Kane V............-.21-sscccseenee 66 
Hearne, Mason. V......--.--..:1:--2-22------ 45 
Heath v. Heath............0..2...---: tateadiacs 114 
Hellen v, NoO@...0....2....-cceeeeeeeeeeec eee 25 
Helms v. AUSTINL...........0.......02.-00---20 116 
Henderson, Bd. of Education v...126 
Henderson y. Crouse... 52 
Henderson, Hoke v..............-.---...--- 15 
Hensley, Gud ger Vo.....2:c--cecceeee 82 
Herndon vy. Ins. Co....22..0....2.... eee 111 
Hester v. Hester.........0.002.-20- ee eeeeees 38 
Hester, Lawrence V.............------- ects 93 
Hettrick ¥.. PAGC@ccc.cccsccccsccceceest ances 82 
Hettrick, Skinner V............2--2.---.--+- 73 
Hewett, Lehew V........-22.....--22::ceee 188 
Hicks, Satterwhite v................--.--.- 44 
AN Cla te Vink cet Sees 117 
Hill, Jones V....-..2.....--eeeeeeeeee eee erent 64 
Hill, Starnes Voi... .eecceceeeeeeeeee 112 
Milita rd Vx Fs. tees as hoes 51 
Hines v. Hines.............002...02...-2.------- 84 
Hinsdale v. Hawley............0......... 89 
Hinton v. Ins. Co.........0..02222.22--e- 116 
Hinton y. Pritchard........00...........--. 108 
Hite v. Goodman............. fare niee a tiots 21 
Hobbs, Mfg. Co. V............22-..--------- 128 
MoG2e Vi Ria Woe tee 108 
Hoke y. Henderson...................2...--- 15 
Hollowell v. Ins. Co........000......-.-..- 126 
Holmes v. Holmes......... eee oaaghieds 86 
Hooker, Johnson V.............--0:0------- AT 
Hopkins v. Bowers.............. dudiednases 108 
Hopkins: Vi Ri Rrscccscvatcce Xie cacerscede xe 181 
Hopper v. Justice.......... cee 111 
HOrans (Si Vase ieee and) 61 
Borne, Horton Viicco ee 99 
Porn: Ba Vivre occ 119 
Horton v. Horne.........0......222-.--00--++ 99 
d © (70) b 1-1 aR. ae | A ene eS em REN 65 
Howard v. Ins. Co0.............2-.:cee--e00 125 
Howerton v. Sexton.........0.0-....--.-.-- 90 
Hubbard, Hartzog v..-.............---...- 19 
Hughes, Burrell V........0......2.2.....---+ 120 
Hughes, Burrell v...-..... bscieeteneeasae 116 
Hughes, Williams V.............-2.---.2-.+- 136 
Hunter v. Tel. Co........222..-----ceeeceeee 135 
PUTING 7 Wecsce tasteeceee tony eects 129 
PLU iS. Visa cen eee 134 
Huntingdon, Ragland vV............-.... 23 

















AAAAALAAAAAAAAALZAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAALALAALALAAZAZALZAAAAAA 
tol heleleleleiolche el oteloleiololapelolololosorenes -lokosotoloneloyonetelsokosoyonosonogouene oqoene 








Jou 


“a ‘“ ~“ ~“ ~~ 7 “ “ <e “ 


~~ 


~T “ J = ad “e 


“= a e ~ . “e we we “eo a “ ~ oe y 


“e <a 


bead ~ “ “a ay ~“ ~“e ~~ “ “ _ “es “a “ “e a 


2 See RPE RIES Ro nen oe 251, 263, 
182, 


eee ee ee ee ee 


271 
320 
585 


CASES CITED. 




















“PERN GO 9 S2 aecc ahaa tsar ant SO IN A OD is eer ete tees ih 539 
PRUISSOY Vat ee tate eee DB NO BE ie ste eels hh eh ee 354 
Ely mian,. Whi tenurst-¥ i622 -eececc GOIN. Ch ABT sete eee 536 

I 
Iceard, Hamilton v................-.- Siete i Bi 2 BE OR, ena: 57 ng ee ne A Ore PP AG9 
TW. PO TR SOS icteric aes Bo INS sy 18s had ests tee 126 
Th: FO COR Will wee ee AG) IN ON teste aaa oh a coe 486, 488 

TI FG VAIS oo ists eeceeae aes ot MEDS Fea. & Prem teen ee Renee peer ene onan EET er 96 
L070 DCARCON: . sdicseeteanieesSezs ee LOD. INI Oy. “OO pekiccks ese eceecechivaios 99, 107, 426 

In re Gorham oun eee BO NC A 3 eh oe, 121, 122, 128, 426 
In re Oldham ©0000... eeeeeeeeeeee BO IN. Cas 2B ba cccsdicrsede Mandecbeiecnsens 104, 121, 122 
Ins. Co., Braswell V..........-:::+-+-0-- TO IN Cy, Cilsarnnatek: poeta eae thant 318 
Ins. Co., Burrus v. ..........---- Taree: 1 7 SA a IR | ee AOR ae nace Pe Ne ee es 813 
Ins. Co., Dupree: V. -0....-22.------eee IN 1 re Pc phcree ct ose care hota 560 
Ins. Co., Grabbs v. ou... ee i tts ao ie, e's 13) 9 eee Ree eee tee mee Rceier Sree eee See 393 
Ins. Co., Herndon vy. .......022....------ STB TIN age acs t ha eS oS cos astro ka as 8 sao ecw se aase ee 107 
Tns:- O04: HINTON. Vi. cssicceccessecsacete: TAG NO: 22st i eae es 124 
Ins. Co., Hollowell v. -..220.0.0...20....- DDG IN Cc OS ceric ate See ee 313 
Ins. Co., Howard Vv. .........2..---------- DIN Ce, Fa cache secs etc eae en eine tegen 8 
TS. COs Vo Re aiid tee 5 ES aor Fe 9 eae nee OO ee eee 434 
AS "Os 0 Ry oc Badaneeiactes eeesielee. Msp e: IN Mes AE 22sec ace 436, 437, 489 
Ins. Co., Strauss Vv. owe DG INC 0 oes cess ecto eec et soos ttc ieececees eee 810, 313 
Institute v. Norwood.................----- By NA NOD cciceieccuea? Roce hee escort 453 
Insurance Asso., Perry y..............- Me IN Ch Oe ies eS Ee eee at oN 375, 378 
Pry ins Vi. Olathe SIN: i A see cases sen gv Pott eect 11 
Irwin, AAA tNeOr View oie eee DO INTC eas oe ha ea OS Me AL 
Isler v. Brown...........--- Gone seen GO IN Og 0G oooh es ee As 560 

. J 

Jacobsky, Leroy V.......2......22--+-00.---- E36 NC 4 cee ete eos access 345 
James, Gilbert V.-..0...022..0---.--eeeeeee ON ag ao oe tee cee cet 351 

- Jenkins v. Johnston.......2..0.........---- BG ON 0, AO oie es 411 
Jenkins v. Ore Dressing Co......... wis OD Ne © SOOO isa caraceicesi ioe ice coats ie tee 607 
POURING « Ve“ Evy ceva csc lsencdecceeeetles. a8 1 ae Ga, © eer: ©: 9) 4 a re 561 
Jenkins y. Wilkingon........0...0......... yo Fs os 0 es Bg 0 SE ee TP a 73 
Jennings v. Reeves... eee a WCU 8 De fig. Gs ee: 2 Sy (emi Ce Re Maa ee ene 47 
Jennings v. White... eee fr? Sa DRE, ae: SRR RR oP IRR ee 513 
Jennings, WilSOn Vou eee BS ONO. Oe ice ert ete ees 334 
Jernigan, McCormick v................- DINO ss OG seascapes tne ng Seca sec 526, 527 
Jester v. Packet Co........000..0.--.-.---+- POA ING Cig 24 secctezeancoesegacseesucnivecescieseeestsascesces 303 
Johnson, Chemical Co. v...........-.-. 5 )o i ik © ee 67 ea ee NO OR ee V. 885 
Johnson v. Edwards............--2----- TOD IN Cig SOO scecel anata scat cis 2, cbateetes cao 183 
Johnson, Gammon V.............-----.---. TAG IN i 6 Ticctscte hrc eee tet), cee eco A447 
Johnson vy. Hooketr........00...00.2...------ IN cg, 2 re ea ta a once asec eet 74 
Johnson vy. Rich... ee BUS NG 2GS case weve tice beiae alintaaceen easter 3 
PONTSOMN HS; Vises ictepecitccsceeescecetees EN Mg scones ee eat 552 
Johnson: “Walliams: Vic3 te tose ON Og FA oor ewer ecco aaah 155 
Johnston vy. Haynes.............-......---- 07 elt © SP | (5 ene a een eens ee nc ner 281 
Johnston, Jenkins V....000. OE IN Ce orth sic ee te le Al} 
Johnston v. Rankin.........0.00............. MONG 00 0 osc ec sastte esse ee 620, 623, 688 
Jones v. Commissioners.................. TSC INO. Ba ec i ee Tee 421 
Jones V5 Hi sect cr ee! G8 TIN Cg NOS gags ccge secs scavesnesssasictdehvvcecnseiee sed 139 

19 


CASES CITED. 




















VOUES: i Vesna LOO IN Os A Bases net anc eel ces tue 372, 3738 
PONESS. WTEC! Viccesecncschccesancscoussccous AD IN Cig, SoG ecsncneedsceins ada ctevt ato esheestatedace 46 
Jordan v. Lassiter... 51d Pt, ig, © Artal ss et meet er NUTT re 483 
Justice, Hopper V...............cceceeeeeeee a6 Ws Mae, (Ge 5) | eer ne On RE 527 
K 
Kane v. Haywood..............s.cc-ceceee= BOA Ois, eee eee 104, 107 
Katzenstein v. R. R................------ Sore ae ee 6}... See ee EE Oe atin 584 
Keel. ROMNS VF isciecera cease DE ING Cog, , OB esertirencachwteenenintatucs edadouseiecasecbestes 15 
Keener, Brown V.......-.--2c2000-02-+- sata IN A si Gk sc lasek casa tare cai Net sge Aacttae e 180 
FRO GU 5) 9 ssev ates asics tee a eece este: DO) IN 2 5. OSG oe secs ete set ain exennn cence 562 
Kelly v. Traction Co...0.00....0.00......- De IN OOO axe casetanth nen duas nedamo aw shcedtcputies eevee 60 
Kelly v. Traction Co... csc NOS ING Cis AIG cee eee eke Madina 354 
Kennedy, Shaw V.iu.. eee. & IN O01 contains 250, 253, 270, 271 
Kennedy, Young V.....-.2...-2-22.-20eee- OD: INO ig OD atta aad ahes oe eee ect eae 280 
Kennon vy. Tel. Co......0....22------2----- foe 6 BF; 17 a Se Pe TS 83 
Kerchner, Fowle V..............------------+ oY diel 5 Ctr mm: | SYD eNST aN ee nee a nes TE ein ea venerEe 344 
Killian, Foundry Co. v.....02....-.....-. ING Ce OO Bes cease ha tices haache ath eae 380 
Kimberly, Pittman v....0.....-.--- Oe NC ig Oo etccse cescttnca dies aa rahe ieee seek et 555 
Kineaid v. Graham.....00000000.0...--.-. LIN go ee sO cae denen utaves cuncdacduakoucssseteeeasteneseaaseaes 19 
King, Christenburg V.......00............ a. ea remy /“b 1S Reame Tnee a Rae Be en NEESER meee PES De REE 513 
WINS, Re Resistor ae LA AING Cy, (oe bees Sant eee weaned 426 
Welnie VR OW ses ae ae ees TOS IN. Cs, COG ce3 ied ees eee 188, 325 
WRANE Fs SUOK CS wo woccascocecsergdicngte gous BD IN i ec oasis Aste nee ee 182 
Kinsey, Brown V.u.............---2000000--0 nf TE A ee” 1-5 arene ee 275 
Kirby, Remington v.........0.......--.----. ING a 2 cdr oe se aed cota ease hl ed 356 
Knott v. Taylor... tees DON IN «Mig sts cea ee toe eed as ge dS 152 
Knott v.. Whitfield... OO CN EO. CG d reek Ree reese 346 
L 

Lander; Fite: Viwsscaicdcsiceiccerieet By IN sy Zk atic nen ae teeve oes, dee ata aes 298 
Lane v. Richardson...........000.......... DOW IN Og Matha ew he tan ek 447 
Dane: ¥. ROGers.. csc dk. DIS ING Oey OV Chidienansiccccaennca aces 3 
Lassiter, Jordan V........2....eeeeeeeee 9] PS Bi Pent as pee en me eres ee 483 
gassiter: Ve Be Ricceucctececnsinas TG IN Nis OO aes etcetera teal te 368 
Lawrence v. Hester... oN ees. Ol Gites atececsgitiaaee ee Ah ed ae oe ar sc cces 462 
Layburn, Cowan V...-......0-.ee DDG IN oC ig BG ca soassc cooks setcecaavis iene ccaceiedeccuaceeias 2 
Lazarus, Potts V...........--:0-esceccceneees Be IN Os) OO cues cesta tie ces at oesenesstaanes 344 
Leathers v. Gra@y.........0222..200000----- TOD, IN Cg! LOS. fre ies tee ee ere 43 
Lehew vy. Hewett......0..0........0.:.--eeeee BOS IN Ciys + Merrett ae Meese ots 171 
Leigh, Thigpen v...-..0..00002..000. 22. Oe AN: Gig: AC cist ae nsiased ee tciaiee 462 
Leigh, ViCK@rs Vu... eeeeeeee eee ee eee aH: Soe) bee G Home: © Sem ma Nein ae ee nN MOR Ce anne ee me ee a ree Rw 319 
Leroy v. JacobDsky. ow... eee eee Ia aaa ak © Pee: ©: 3 Sree en eee eee ones PERE ee ea Br 345 
T@wis Vc TON ee eeccctc crete eee DOD: IN Cy OG sada itantatnsetemecschcapasetetactesaceacee 73 
Lewis, Robeson V.......2.-..--.-2-:0-eeee+ OE ING cy 0D 1 oneceetsseee te aise Aarons esaee seer tees 318 
Lewis v. Steamship Co........0-........ fs 74a eG ee | 0: 276, 517 
VGW1S oS Viteccectideseies gues 2 fo eet 0 Bene 9 = eee oe area ea PE 538 
Lictie v. Chappell... x Bs BD Re 2 “yer UR oreee ate BRE See REPT 365 
Life Association, Lovick v............. MMO IN oe gO ace oh ee A a a ach ta . 813 
Lfe Asso., SimMmMOMS V................00 I Der te a ae, ar: | 6 2 Sener ata ee Er 313 
BAU Vi, TB ORO sis osc ci cseeelv ese cccgees MOO UN: Whey UD Leceeseesenncdeddosnneshenucdvuatiel te.auatiehaaniies 74 
Lindsay v. Darden................-.22..0.4. ee TN 9 Og HOU ttenccraiet sn Seuescenca reo ecieud auaied soe 282 

1 i, Ot 5.) ene n none Oe TE a eee ee 560 


TAD ISO YS) Vie eee eats 78 


n> 
oO 


CASES CITED. 


Lipscomb, S.. V......---..-.:-++ Pee naerene 1384 
BF 0 2; 6 0 Ri, alge 0 Cig) 3 se re 116 
LON 8 TEC WIS Vessel cccicueerietec chia L102 
Longest, Whitfield Vv... 28 
Love v. Edmonston...........0....000...---. 25 
Love V. LOVGC.......2.0.0.-.0secccseneeenecee--anes 40 
Lovick vy. Life Association............ 110 
Lovick v. R. Rou... Sere eee om 129 
Lovingood v. Burgess.........0..........-. 44 
LOWe V. Carter... ccc ceeeceeee a3) 
Lowe v. Elliott... 107 
Lucas, Puffer V.......0....s cece eeeeenen eee 112 
Lumber Co., Britt v. .....-22..02....---- 136 
Lumber Co., Bunch y., ....-.-2-.------- 134 
Lumber Co. v. Lumber Co............. 135 
Lumber Co. vy. Pollock... 139 
Lumber Co. v. Wallace................-. 93 
Lunsford vy. Alexander.......00000..2. 20 
EUCZ-¥.. PROM PSOnieack Solas 87 
TEV 1G oS Viloveces ees eea tals ex eee 100 
i Bago) We 6-39) 0) ae eee ee ae ae ne 95 
Lyon v. Pender...-..0...-0.......2ccecee----- 118 
TVD Cip-ch 5 ae V catcneacticnuanetsl decide nconcectenusssnus: 138 
McCall v. Clayton.......-000.0200....022----- 44 
McCall v. WilSon.....2....20.ee ee ees 101 
McCanless v. Reynolds........0......-. 74 
McCaskill, R. R. v..........-......-....----- 94 
MecCormae, 8. Vinwww.--eeecccccceecneeeeeeeee es 116 
McCormick v. Jernigan.................. 110 
McCormick y. Monroe...................- 46 
IME GID ONE 1G pe ON ects eet ete eee 133 
McDowell vy. Construction Co....... 96 
Me Dow ell 2¥ (Ea 0@ oii se cececiseesch arentends 12 
McElwee v. Blackwell..........-..... 101 
McFarlane, Shaw V...........--..0.::.000+- 23 
McGowan v. Davenpott..............-.-. 134 
McIlwaine, Smith v............0............ 70 
MeIntyre vi Re Ricci cccctcecicccnce 67 
McIver, S. Vin -.ennccccceteceeeeecececeeenneneese 88 
McKee, Nichols V....--220.. 0022. :eeeeneeeee 68 
McKee, Turner V........-.....:.:----:000+-- 137 
McKeithan v. Tel. Co..................... 136 
McKinnon vy. Morrison..............-.-... 104 
McMahon, Devereux V............. .....-108 
DEGN AIT. S50 Vince castes cts ee a 93 
Macay, B@ PArte.....cccccccccecccerceren ces 84 
Machine Co., Turner V................... 133 
Macy, Gulley V2. eee eet 81 
Madre, Sutton View.ccececccececcceeeseeee 47 
Makely, Warren V......0.02-220.---eee-- 2 8d 
Mfg. Co., Bank yY. .20..2202.0...02-22----.- 96 


AAAAAZAAAAAAAALZ 


GQOGCOOGGCGOOCCOGCCOOOAOOOCGS 
“J 
~| 











AAAAZAAAA 


= 








F 


AAALAAAAAAAAAALZAAAAAAALAAAAY 


enaenanaaaganaaaaaaaaaa 











N. 


21 


Se 


Me Ne = oy ~~ ne “e “ “ “ <- “ <- “eo “ “ “ ad “e 


CASES CITED. 


Mtg. Co., Bank v. ............. aeeeet POS INC 88 seca 560 














MES) COs Vi GLY cccecehtcnteccacsnoscesctuase RIN go hOB aed cceteets ot tesemactesnepenssbceseudcendasecaas 203 
Mfg. Co. v. Hobbs.......000..00.0... ene i Bed > a (gS |: Se a 164 
Mfg. Co., Redditt v. 2.2.0.2... -200.- + B24 IN OC NOOO oie eteelacesibatenectertectie Sa dels 304 
Mfg. Co., Watkins VY. ou. Be INGO BU Geese sence bsiek ccieat aan sa duareteceectice dees tiied 45 
March y. Verble........ Se Rene re MOAN ge “AO stare state entesans eis Ganda haart vials 2 
Martin, Guise Vicon natal EG ANG MOS AO sari cad dae cadeaninnea roland loa cdadtaces Rinks 140 
Marxtiny RYVa8h Vickie OL INC wp AGF ocean tee et ele ie 456 
MGSSCY IS Vccbsesechiccccuss atasave eeieiods LOSING CO, S BOG cit cicerta tailed ic ease 587 
Mason v. Ballew......2..20.....ccceccc----0s rao ia Bog, © Pa: 75 ee tig em Oe PS Re eS 298 
Mason v. Hearne... ee eee BIN OS, 3S iacescrs ara votcen alse Gace dase 140 
Mauney v. Coitu..... ee SO IN oe BO a cat aka rca neta hash Neel 334 
Maxwell, Perry V........02.00....0eeeeeee DG IN Cys, BOS icccsicgsinsts esa uecwkeileeceeswoveveeolss aaveviegeoes 64 
Mayo. Pevulord  Vasinwensi te INGO. ieee ee eee 276 
Meadows v. Smith......00222-.....-- IN AO gl eavatenaelee reenact eae 344 
Merrell y. Whitmire..........00..........-- LOC ING C5 BG (a alacacelcnriecctea belek 305 
Middleton v. R. Rowe DEON) ig DOT scsi a ne a tak 585 
Miller yo TR8T Clic ecs fgg, cl Ge ©: |, nC Pe Tene Se Ps NOOSE OS 73 
Mills, Patterson V...........-.-.0c00-.:000 UA IN ig NS ssc ses taseceoe cates Nivea scans assoveesaaee 307 
Minton, Harp V...-2....-2..-......0e0--eeeeeee i Es apt i ge | Neri ncn a Re Re eae 281 
Mitchell v. Mitchell... DG IN = NA asad a he gee hi 56 
Mizell v. Burnett... BOING aos 2A seccevs ceicadeunsecneecesatedestavsidaseavcedues2ies 162 
Mizzell v. Ruffin...w0. DUS IN Og SCO istics cn see aeas avactessesaesiuslatueses 162 
Mobley v. Griffin-..........2 2.2.2... Wa Soe i © ee bi bine seer et Engr ee eRe ee 513 
Mobley v. Watts... ecceeeeceeeeeeeee ST a FR) n-ne ER A 526 
Monroe, McCormick V...................+- AG AN. Gig. SS ee hashes So cacaxinaeicasieassie sacle 35 
MOOLC V.. BAUR sccnsgccectsenscetccceteciees DIN Cg OO sate pti teat Sccemsce Giese vant 302 
Moore v. Cohen... 22... eeeeeeeeeee US: NS BAS ie Eo 354. 
Moore y. Dickson... TIN, Cog AOS he RRs IT 560 
Moore, Dorsey V,\...........2.0-0.ceeceeeeeeeee FOOTING AM orl OR stra! Mint 10 
Moore v. Gidney.......2... eee TIN Ory Se ecard ees ace td eB soe oan ee thai See 154 
Moore vy. Quine. .u..... ee eeeee cence eee TOO IN Sig. "ce Bie os Lo oe ae he 320 
MOOD. Sii¥ iacesanoveccidecs ccchccecdaeestinkaces LOG IN| Oy BS Liescasicssesteatonncc ces cuesoousessssnctcaccecs 573 
WOO TE AS 2 V see ee tee, US IN: OE tse cn see a Og 445 
Morehead, Banking Co. V............. a 20 ore ites ts nem oe een ae ee eee ee 282 
Morehead y. Brown.............--..-.- Seaae Dae Ns Mlip. OU csettcaccaneavobes ecu acciashes ceuausboastssbaccdens 195 
Moring v. Ward huui........eseeeeeceeeeeeee DIO IN igs 2 rect eae ets 162, 165 
Morrison, McKinnon V..................- TING Cg BBs ctcstuae ein Se Suntea fe ctaeseteudsuacatane 338 
Morris, White Vu... cceeseeeeeneeee a BS Pn: nee en 155 
MOLton,. WINSLOW Visscecadeteeesin cise LB IN: Oey ADT es cicecteiesdcretids cotcdecvesbecapeiet 587 
1 0) 6 Bt = a | enn ae ee SOE a eye AL ad as © eg: ©: |S Sen ae 96 
Morphis, Barton v.........0.0..---...---.--- hee IN fy Cig: D2) caters Sp sescrhapeeai dar alettaa Cots axes 362 
Mowery vy. Salisbury..................... 2 a i A 9 Sere Ee er ern are 223, 252 
Murray v. Blackledge........00.00000.... ES rg: ° )) eee et a ee Pee eS 45, 453 
N 
Neal v. Nelson............... eee Gcaih shone 2 6y Gea se Paka.) Ss ertneeniemee eer cee er GE OMe NERY A er 455 
Neely, Caldwell W........-2.22:0:00c2ee-s0e-- oll rags i APaaE © eB am ePrnH Ser ett Rene ene ee 513 
Nelson, Nea] Vow... ..-css-ccceeeccenseneeeeees gs Ee ig a |S 2 Ree eee ee 455 
Newell, Snider vuoi... gS Pe ens 0: ie RP no 482 
Newlin v. Osborne..............22.....-2-0--- 7 of Ges sO ree | |: SRSR te ee ee ei oe me ene oe ee ae 513 
Newton, R. Ry. Voe...eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee i Fs to Salt Oe Ane 16a: nee net ne eee ae oe 619, 620 
' Nichols v. McKee... 22... eee eo ae ig tae | Beem Seeerteeeti ceria eee amie Sverre 287 


CASES CITED. 


23 


Nicholson, Bruce V............-.----------- HOD: ING Cp QOD icc wrseeceesecsiesi oi Caticieoee 
Noe, Hellen Wy... eeeeeeeeeeeeeenee eens Oy: NOs AOS ies oot ees ceases 251, 268, 
Norfleet v. Cromwell... TO NGO: COS ia ies a Abedin. 
Norment y. Charlotte.......... acten anti IN gs 1 (Uceteana tse saa teentsadeaeatenecavoseceeeeecctaes 
Norwood vy, Crawford.......00.......-.--.. MA IN POs OB cece eects a hs et 
Norwood, Institute v...........-.......... A NOs. Gdecn ies oe ee eee 
Norwood v. Pratt... eeeeeeeeeee UD IN sg A Ad choca eon eta ec tana aa toseee 
‘Norwood, S. V.....------------++ eee 5 ba bah a Oras hos: Renee nee pera ears ne eR one eee et eee 
O 
Oldham, [1 £6 ..:.-cecccecceccoecseeecereeseoee SOP IN Ay Se tetesece ee ada cecal 104, 121, 
Ore Dressing Co., Jenkins V......... GD Nie Cg O08 ccaetecet 5s ecco Bases 
Osborne, Blair y 2: teiet eae a BAe IN Tee tec avons Senescence er ees 
Osborne, Newlin Vu.....---...0.00eeee--- 7 Sy Gass Roa 1 ota Sn ae i Om RC Re 
Oxford, W000 -Vixcsieeeek eee IN OT ok ca taseg ee eee eee ae 
Ozment, Warehouse Co. vV............ TDs IN Oi, [BGO accceeeesectaascch cede eae: atteceee 173, 
| P 
Packet Co., Jester Co. Vo... AION Oy, OA apex tte cetine etree ered tees 
Page, Hettrick vV.........0.-..csscccccceee-s BZ NO GD cee tees cee 222, 224, 236, 
PBI Ve Pa os ets SO IN On. oe seth eae eee 
Parish v. Cedar Co.......00...--2-00 OSs Ne Moog Se candace hive bateeueaadaceaveaneneeieas 238, 
Parker v. Banks.....,.-.....222.:11000000+ BO Ne ie ASD rs dice ncesngeacseatecedscstatyreceseiceas ates 
Parker; Cromartie: Vince 2 NGO, O09 seco et ae 
' Parker, Emry V...........2.--0:----2000-0000 x Os Ue Hea al Gt o 2 Dennen eireme Sit een een I Cena nnn Meme ner 
Parker vy. Be Rice a RIN CeO aca Brice a Se eeaeaates 
Parker. Ri 3h Vik acetate TOD INC DAG sae red Se se aceanct ins ewe tdceeatee 
Paricen Se Wc aeeces scence cdiecrceelene OF IN Cr O00 ie ere eae nea ae 
Parrott, Christian V.....-.....--.--.-.---- aS ING IG aD se courte a te hes 2 odo Sates a 
Pate Vi SPO Me rR oii ost es  celecsdesnceecee OA IN Ge AT ssceteesi tech oar eras cediercereseeatebay 
‘Patrick, Blakely Vu... 00..-2......-.0ceee0 GT NwGis AQ cicasiaiieenna cian 
Patterson yv. Mills.......0..00..-.22.-.. TZ ING Oy Doe. cic i arivenavereieeand navies nek eenetaly 
Patterson v. Ramsay........:.-..-...-.... fa | ipa ek © rae 9\ 2 fl lemeeeneneta tie Salter ee a nn Re Retiree 
Patton Vi Be Beicsccccccccctccscceasnetsecceeoce OO NO Fae tA ees asl R 
Pender, LYON V...........cccccccccceeeeeeeneeee PIS: INC WA at cis Bi ire eet 
Perkins v, Brinkley................-..-... TD yeee NGO o> Dek Roce aise enn testis cuetae tema ecevel 
Perry v. Insurance ASSO..............-.. BBD IN Deas ics esectcaioaticeess tate lees 375, 
Perry ‘vv. Maxwellic.auis4eakik IN ep ao i ee Se res 
Penny Ve SCOb nis tein hee 0-0 kaa Be aes i (: Salata eee ea en anos te RSP ee 46, 
Pettiford v. Mayo...............00.. 0. TUE ING Ri. DC cee es at ae tases 
Phifer Vv. Re Ris eo eet IN OA AOD scascelalupiarehapet fa Galea ec aad, 621, 
| Sol 61) 52) t= ea | eee OO Ns Os 12 retevsiasatecentsactctaush tates Pocaccnce dees 
Phillips, Sutton Vi... Bia cae: Ot SA 9 | 7” Re ae 228, 
Pickens, Farmer W.....-..--.-c--e-eeee eee BB GN Oe GAO sea ho a A nae 
PIGKO@LUWV.. Re isis ected k a ly Gea, Re Go fs | SP ee ee oS Oe ee 
Pieree¥. Re Rivet hoeieseessesccscatic i EC: EE a 3 ee cee 
Pittman v. Kimberly.......-......0.0..... :S V/s is © ate 9 6 yest eae te Pe mT oe OS 
Platt Land, R. R. VW... eee DB AN Cie DOG a voctesh tect seuderccge nt C one aspen 
Plummer, Taylor V.............----------- LOD IN Gig, OO ha cccseeci ok: cette tlene Aca e soars 
Poindexter, Reeves V........-.2002000--- SS IN BOS ee a i be Batre costae sachet Se 
Pollock, Lumber Co. V.............---.. BOO IN Oi. Nae rea a phates 
Ponto. Vi “GPIM Meco et sete TINE GC - DOO iincsieresntasteh xcsseaciicnecnte nee 
Pool, HOW1eF Wississcnkiee 2 ei es Sar 0 | 6 eae nan ek aD aR EE 


183 


180 


CASES CITED. 


24 


POOl AP POCTON Vssesid ea oie cde BD ys IN Ags 1s Ok ata teeta ek naeee ates een ee ec ase 164. 
POO) 2 Se Sy tees shoe a 1: eG Freee | 0 2 ree ee me er ae nar ee 578 
TOO 5. VitiAsec secs: Avvedcsiuadaseamseteduacne Tor Ne ir OO (eke takes errr eee as 579, 582 
Pool ¥, EVOR Cr jk o ns: TG IN Cg AS 9 (ak ak ca srecasic cc chaeeuiselasbideaweascceoens 180 
Porter Vi RoR woke ee VG IN gM ieE 0 tease ceded scans Secchaseudan wuliaeleawseuencomtte 555 
Potts v. Lazarus... leeeeeeee eee 7. HB (© eas |G eae eee ORE Re aT ara ge 344 
Powell, Stanmire V............0...222--.-+ os PN pe od ep cecewaeids cane ete hades etc eccoeeaee 37, 38 
Pratt, NOrwW00d .VW....02..cc0.ceccceeeseeeeeeee gL Te Oa Cf en ee ee a re 555 
Price, (Sy. Viet .ccssicss ae hy See te dda tee Oo I eet Gh fs ene a Re 573 
Pridgen v. Pridgen.......2.......... 222100 a IN toy DE Ode cauecctstantivhleauessomntnaisstidedauebacens 486 
Printing Co. v. Raleigh.......0......... 5 BZA Ga Ee, Ora 29 Ic eae Rene ee a tr ee 482 
Pritchard, Hinton V..20 BA (pc jamthy Bs cae: 1 Ae ee oe 556 
Proctor ‘Vs, POOL scsi cscs a ai, 2 Gl eee ne Re RD em 164 
Pruden, Scull Vu... ccccssecceeeseeneeee Da Nae NOS tscssiecscatt cece a eects etecgeeeesdcesty 53 
PUICT. Ve ENCE Seecesccs sees cs eas OD IN Cis 0h wesc a he eg et ees 203 
Pugh, DesFarges V...2.0000 eee OB INeeiie, : eed dente ceeatee eee epa te once a, eeeaaes 50 
Purnell Vv. Tt. Rice Se IN HG. 32 ods eas cdeeben co cees jc teeectedaniea donde cases 481 
Q 

Quince, MOOKe V...2..-.eeeeseeee ce ceeeeeeee 109: Nes. 89a sccatdesesek facade 320 

R 

Te Bi AV COCK: We onsen ett ease 1 ee er 2 a te 389 
R. R., Beach Vi ou. ececcssceceescceeseere DOIN oO OD acta ier ne ane el ae 368 
Fis sy Benton: Vax cess eS D2 Ne Og LODO xcs siecle tense Antec uacte 501 
in ety SIGS Wire tee ot SHO! INO Gy he Once aes Be ch tess mace ash penn cieteacs A476 
R. R., Burnett v. -..........0----- Se dete Di NO 26 Le iecseric oe rece tic uaetecceacd aczeseese one 307 
R. R., Butts v. ...... Fab ecient Eh Toe INS Oe, SS 2 ccscasceesvueuaceerdt nee ain et ingen: 481 
Fis: isp CATUCE Ve ceedn es cacsnedersye Ny EM Deeded teccticcics nace saetedonpeien 2a 584 
Te tags CAL er 7V pecicesciinicsiteetonscce Histo mee aD, Gam 7) | Seen emi ee ener reeneD 499, 500 
R. R., Coleman vy 0.0.2.0... seen a Bs to GA, cess (ae or en OO men eer 272, 
The Pe COOLEY. Wie meccatasant ial sedetcncct cence DOS IN Gs Baa tecnica cscceacecocentvevec etieeovaecceseeee cs BOL 
Ry Rix Coley Vi wi oct hoe te 129 IN Cy AT co cxtcccsscstebecinte cates haute 481, 531 
R. R. v. Commissioners................. ih Fo PN aa: ta 9 eee ee ee 498 
R. R. Connection Case... 2... TOG INGOs: “Seer e oe lee ede 129 
Rie: (COOK Vo. itt cee ee AOS Ni Cs, 0 Bo a easteeii ene 354 
Rta eg COR Vere cic sletavicees vata ier De IN ay, OOF ciacsaudacssbntceadderepvacl cheat austsnance stacks 481 
R. R., Crawfheld v.00... eee DAD IN AC og HOO casita eet ea toe Seatac 542 
Rs. By SD AMMO Vs xctceahe treeless TAT NGOS DOD ied cicsniestactan tele estce aie: 354 
Ry Daniel Votes tam ae 1B NGC G51 (ose eked tis 352, 354, 355 
Re Rig Davis Vo St ees ae OG INO NG oct said A teas achal eet ce corals 501 
Te EU We AVIS ben shea ceeclecee de tees 19 N.C., 451.00. 296, 618, 620, 622, 625, 628 
R. R., Deitrick ve ou BO IN is. {2 Diceccus tices Seataven tudes Adalltnauornecsnate 522 
Ry Reg DODSON- Vi cs ctivcnscdesecsiever Be NOs G26 es tains ote as 19, 20 
R. R., Edgerton vy. ......0.....0.2.....-.- ne Eo a ae 6: 15 Deere eee ee eee eee Pee eer 305 
R: Ra: Frecdle Ve ces DOT IN Cr BOs hia ete on alot Maes 638 
R. R., Greenlee Vi... eee DDD ING AOC stecececanreten aeeo sacar Sats le es 532 
Re Rij, FA ANSON iV, cas sncccdccecchescieves ME, BING A ys Oca eet hae ant oaaecnuee cosnueceeesae es sule 356 
Re Re: Harden: Vic.iei ek: D2 INO): oo Ainssaccess ecacdue washcacupadenaneam aonczees 389 
Be Ri FAMATO) Ve elie ete BA ING AOS ge 2O ees coata Dei eaee Oe ie cs see! 195 
Rua OdSO Veeco eect recess BOS AING Cy. oO reteteshcteciscs ect necet eect etecec eee es 584 
R. R., Hopkins v.. ..-... 22... eee MO Ng Wi RE. ace eolceceetectoebedeatentects 476, 481, 529 
Rx. Rie, FLUSSCY Veo wosececsnseccccsedeaterecciee ORIN G Coe. Go eesaacine Saccctanasenstatuacetedenweineed a eece 354 


CASES CITED, 





WAR 5 INSs “COs V ccscsedascasccstesecens iit 1382 
Wi. iso UMS) 0. Vise aie 138 
Be Tig JODKINS: Ven. ccssccscicccorecssecszeckes 110 
R. R., Katzenstein vy. oc. 84 
R. R., King ve w... edu aceasettee: 112 
R. R., Lassiter v........ Ssepctue aces ....126 
Wve Weiss HORAN AV 28 Hacc cece ce S 116 
Re Ris GOVICE W.. osetia ted 129 
R. R. v. McCaskill 94 
R. R., McIntyre vi. eee eee 67 
R. R., Middleton v. oe 95 
R. R. v. Newton... eee 183 
Rett: (Parger: Vio atbac eee 121 
Rr Ray: Patton: Ve costco cesthasicassSececs 96 
Bsc: Peay: LOR Vie eels ee os 72 
Pen ts JPIGKGUUG: Voie 117 
Teen deiy. PIOVCO Vane cikiel escs. a8 124 
A SRE | OR 2 gl =) 105 
R. R. v. Platt Land... 133 
Phen Beep OR COL: Vie cccet cet oa eed es 106 
R. R., Purnell v. -......c..ce.eceeeeee eee 122 
R. R., Ramsbottom v. wu... 138 
Tuc: Abs: Nise awn eb acskete tes cocacaniodeereauceteen’ 106 
Be: Wig TPORICE Ve accsistecodatieved ten und oe 
R. R., WatsSon Vo o.ece cece eenceeeenee 138 
os ieee » rae 11 0 ¢ [2 a ean 127 
Tes Etas,, WWI ERN:, eoceetscue sean: 120 
ee eeey  COUIIS Vs, cexserselssted tueseascecen te 116 
Ragland v. Huntingdon........0......... 23 
Rainey, Tuttle Vv... ee eeeeee eens 98 
Raleigh, Printing Co. v................. 126 
Ramsay, Patterson Y._.......-....2..2.---- 136 
Ramsbottom v. R. RR... 138 
Ramsour,. PLOY: Ve scscenctseiceion 66 
Rankin, Johnston Wow. ecco 70 
Ratliff v. Ratliff... 131 
54a N° Ge Me Re 89 
_ Rea v. Hampton... eee 101 
Realty Co., Trustees v...........02...... 134 
Redditt v. Mfg. Co... eee 124 
Reese, Grant VW... luce eeeeee scene eee 94 
Reeves, Jennings Vu... eee eeee eee 101 
Reeves v. Poindexter.....0....0000000.0... 53 
FREPISTOT, Ss Vc iecasiiielesicleimerlieee: 133 
Reiger v. Commissioners................ 70 
Remington y. Kirby.......00022.000....... 120 
Reynolds, MceCanless y....00........-2--- 74 
Reynolds, S. Vi... eeceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee wee 87 
Rhew, King V.......-...--22.00000-- eed 108 
Richardson, Lane y.............---- vee LOI 
Rich, <JOHNSOU Visi. eincs. coca! 118 
' Rippey, Fertilizer Co. y.....-........... 123 








AAAAAAAALALAAAZAAAZLALAAAAAZAAAZAAALAA 


“eseongoaooanaagnngaaananaaganaananaanaagnAAnaAaaaaAanAAAAAEG 


i 





IZ 








ALAA AA 


N. 








~“e “ee ne - “e se ~“ bd “ we “a 


“oe 


“ ~“ “ “e 


“eo “e “e “ 


“ J 7 “ “e “e “ “ “e ~“ “e e “ we “ we “ ~~ “ “ « “ we “e “eo ~ Ne “e “a “e 


7 £5 a Re ee ee ee 434 
” eee nd Ree 436, 437, 489 
, A PE ee ERS 561 
ccc RE BROT RS IE ene en aE 584 
BN tse tases heat, 426 
5 0) ) ne en 368 
OA ete ceccke Neier, S8 acette th ohele 389 
yy On een ae 354 
7, Ee OR ae eee ae 620, 625 
Cy 6 Ee ee ae Oe 622, 624, 638 
Sy Cr ee ee EC eae .. 585 
| £2 aE Mee ars ene ree 619, 620 
7. a cee eT EATS 555 
555 ee OE RS 357 
CL, Si ene eee on 621, 625 
Re pice EAE tte waits 501 

ade tn eee at St ee 354 
CE. | | a ae One ee een Oe ae 620 
21 5 Rae ON NEO Set eI 296 
2 Ls 6 at eee Mee eh eae NR 555 
2) ee Te Pa 481 
Se ae ORE ee eee Rees name 476 

1 A ee ee ae Se ET 636 
1 <1! eet ene ae eee ae tern 5382 
see ce 501 
1 a a le RR EET RY 59 
5 |; ane ane ee e ae 354, 355 
1, ne a ee RT ee aL EEA 276 
56s eR Ca 486 
5 Rca RR NS On 526 
BO eaesettn de weet castes aes 482 
56) Ue ee eNO Ten eee ae 20 
7s Ned AAR aE ERT ee RO 476 
3] | Sie ae ee Re gee E? 518 
55 | ee ae 620, 628, 638 
ee ea aS EE OD 357 
2 Soe NOC Ce nt nm eae EE 573 
7 ae er eee ree eerie 222, 298, 244 
75; ARSE SER rete a 418 
VO eee racine tel case et ean 354 
(1 Re ON OR ne ee 281 
ees oct sac tate os Meters, AT 
| eee eed eae eRe 542 
15) See ee aR Tey Pee 527 
2 ae ean ke ee Ce en 498 
1 | aE ot a ee 356 
1 6. ER ace osc ene ae Le Se Ra 6 
78. | SRN aR et EP RO Re re OR 545 
GOG 2s iyeicei cic tee: 188, 325 
1 24 ease oy AMEN ee Cae Cerne 447 
P15 RRO ETN TNS ON RT ea 3 
BOG Aptana te eee ee q 


CASES CITED. 


Rippey, Fertilizer Co. y............. 124 
Robbins, Terry V............0...--- Reet 128 
Roberts, Barnett Woeec..c.eeeecceeeeeee 15 
Roberts, Waters Vu....... eee .. 89 
RODersohyS; VicckcAsck lake 1386 
Robeson y. Lewis..........000.02..---21---- 64 
Robinson y. Barfield..........22.2...-- 6 
Robinson vy. Willoughby................. 65 
Rogers, Lane V........2---.cceeeeseeeeeeeeeeees 113 
Rollins v. Keel... 0... eeee eee 115 
ROSs@ V2 Aare: oi ete 98 
Rowland vy. Rowland.......00.20000.02...- . 93 
Royal, Devane V........-.2.2.022.. eee ee 52 
Ruffin, Mizzell vw... 2. eee eee eee 118 
Russell v. Steamboat Co.........--...--- 126 
Ryan Vo Martini a 91 
Sain, Sheek V............0.---...cs0es-sseesens 127 
Salisbury, Mowery V...............-------- 82 
Sapp, Goodman V............-2.---eeeeee oe 102 
Satterwhite v. Hicks.....0000000000020.... 44 
Saunders, Woo] V............2.c.ceececeeseens 108 
Sawyer, University V............-.....--- 1 
School Directors v. Asheville........ 137 
Scott v. Elkins... 83 
Seott v. Fishblate.....0.00 000000. A17 
SCOtb.: POLEV: Wisi oeseesteetensce 109 
SOC 6() 8 Dats eb | oe eee ee 80 
NICOL 5a. Vasstis bates eeseseceseor. ceuseaeepase. 116 
Schenck, Ha parte... 85 
Schenck, Springs v..............-.....--.-- 99 
Schiff, Hammond V.......-...cscc0----+- 100 
Seull v. Pruden............ 0 02..eeeeeee ee 92 
Seagle, WilSON V...--..2...--2-..cccceeeeeeee 84 
Sexton, Howerton V..................-..:. 90 
NORTEL TPs SS V aiieaccavegid tae toa cto ici eoeceys 125 
Shaw v. Kennedy...-......22.200...2-2------ 4 
Shaw v. MeFarlane.......000.0..00--.--.-- 23 
Sharp v. Farmer.......000......cceeece ee 20 
Sheek v. Sain... cee eee 127 
Shelton, Bennett V..c.-...-csccccccceeeeoe- 117 
Sherman y. Simpson..........0.......2..... 121 
Sherrill v. Tel, Co... we... 109 
Shoemaker, Cathey V..........--.-.-.---- 119 
Shook, Atwell Wy........cc:ccccsseesscesecvee 133 
Shuford, Taylor v.............. Sed catenaiiad 11 
Simmons y. Allison..........000.....-2--.... 118 
Simmons vy. Life ASSO......0..00.000..0.. 128 
Sin@lair, (Ss Vieeense ee: 120 
Skinner v. Hettrick.....000w..... 73 
Skittletharpe v. Skittletharpe......130 


AALZAAZAAABZAAAAAAALAAALBAAAAAAAZAAAACABA? 


Ze 


ALALAAAAAALAZ 





TR 




















to 
fan) 


Ce Oa hn a eh a 7 
ives B: |) earner oe et feet eas ae eee eT 346. 
i RM Sl tok ee ee Cal eel dos 514 
ere ©: |: ea so co eee eres etn 33. 
Si BS veseesestsc te. tieteh e eaccaeees eect 444 
TD ces tales ele sheen coe ia ee eauiecs 318 
aes + 5 Ue ee te PAS een es 240, 270- 
hig, We Oost asec eens a center ieemiteets. 140 
Os TN oa ea le ea Be ct lg aes 3. 
Cs, OS ates fe aan ees 15° 
Ag A cate cecas eels et ccceveucs 223, 251. 
Ae etccnt wha gnet cotidca a ke uate ad tabesuiteds 42 
Op, FG teks Seta ec oe ie ek 282 
Ci OD sree ea ced ea ea 162 
C5 OG Mica ete ce eee 501 
Ose AGS a sin3t cui een aetna 456 
2 Bie --/ (eee al PES Ch Eee ne 525. 
pee Ly (5 pei EO ene AOA 223, 252 
Ge 1 GY eee a re Te RET 209: 
re DOO it suche eases ines atone costctesneee 210- 
6 ey +3 ene ae Rei ae ee tay Rene 37 
Og LD oii a catia siete eh coe seh 838: 
Oi, BUS foc Niele ee tna net eevee ee 585, 648. 
Ee 5, | Bee on RD NOP OPE ae SA eee aCe a 210- 
eerie 15 ieee ne a ee LC 107 
Cy or bt eeisasnucatoniaut otein anesteieed a! 46, 318 
6 Sar 9 one a 560- 
ROT ete oS Ae Merde oe 588° 
OG BOG a sac sere 104, 105, 107, 109 
0 Fee 5115 nee ne ne ay te eR et en 482, 515 
For |; 9 nen nen ee ener oe ae ee aA ree 438. 
CD ECB sites as nae ee iat 53 
SG AO oa See kA te eo esa 365 
og 0 chee owls oe ONG as 3e 154 
5 eee eee PE 646, 648: 
Co ee 250, 258, 270, 274 
EE 2 | 5 ene en Pe an serne ner ener ee ae 56 
ON sa ca as etna, 597 
Psat hace SEA Fae wa en eta Se 525- 
5) MOS rests eee ee epee, 447 
Ms 145 Remnant Pe eRE NT LRRD) 4g: 
7 4F ROE Oren ES eR PETS Era 83 
ABT ovesc ction Sach tuacbatiensesceusctece sus bacuedl 545 
Oe saeses cohen tee ts, eects 27 
ie 91S arn eat SIE eee eee 217 
Ray | 6 Rater ean ee eee aOR eR ER tren 456 
Gree: | 1 a ee PSS tes ee TOE aR Is 318 
OO ae ea ee Ge 539 
COs, Dota eh eS 236: 
Se (ce eee eee a Ca ee ESN 409 


CASES CITED. 


























Simms, Barnes V....2......eeseeeeeeee eee LOM) Pee @ eas | / Sanat een SAN aise erreur essa 581 
Simpson, Sherman v.............. reeks TN IN Gs AO saeco dese nctinne eure cree ee tene edie 46 
Singleton, Bayard V...............-2..--++ MUN Cs aches caer eect ia 240, 270 
Sitton, Fleming V............--...---.-200---- DIN gs Oy Oe ahs a a cae wie eaten tinted Oasay er Gienes 143 
Slagle, Hallyburton v.................--.- Boe INT OOF eee ae oa ae es 218 
Slingluff v. Hall..............cecceceeeeeees d BT, SRN PR © eae, | 1 omen eee ee eee evan ta ge 560 
Smart v. Smith.........00..00...ccccseecse-se BS Ny Os DOS ik eet esas ec aches 514 
Smith, Bonds V.............2.--2202-00---- LOG INO, B06 aescss ets ec reece eee es 515 
Smith v. B. & L, ASS0...........2-02.-+- DTD ING Cig 2G ia tiegieedip aaa ebasntaveei naar 396 
Smith vy. MecIlwaine....................-- TO IN OO wa cucns cee doadeuscsuntesscoecatoecnteevecieescute 542 
Smith, Meadows V............0.22....-22---+ BEING Cc, WB ce iss einecreiteecanaasessantteeancecde 344 
Smith, Smart Wout SIN re, OO tected re 514 
POULT BS 6 Worcs spodescusedaibacsscuccustetors tems TG IN Ce, Boost ie OS eens . 471 
Snider v. Newell .u..000.ccccecceeceee BON ss OA a ee occas siuth ee wets 482 
Sossaman v. Cruse... eee oe Mg Oe vs dost heaauteelstecs seseedicbenal tases 59 
Southerland v. Goldsboro.............. OG ING =. AO tho oe ee ais 498 
Sparkman y. Tel. Co......00..0........ 180°N..Cs 44 lace ees 86, 91, 92, 94 
Spence vy. Tapscott.....000000..0c DB ING 24 G eater ans he ie ale inaus 73 
Spivey, Bryan V..............::s0seeceeeere TOON. Cx. “OU kita tate es 27, 518 
Spivey, S. v........ Be taseeh parse eee Bo INGO OO a ee 552 
Spivey, Whitehead v.......00.0..2.....0--- dE Gry ave ie, mR. 1,5 ee ee a En a mE 8 
Springs v. Schenck...w.0 0... OO IN. Cog Bod ss scchvsscssitcrcis nase: 482, 515 
Stamper v. Hawkins...................... BING rete sactienceenaeneee suede esc aes 173 
Stancil, Vc Gay noticias OD INOS 5 AD ct eek stew catelcee ah deatatsedeuce ick 151, 154 
Stanmire v. Powell...........0.00000...... Bey ING CyB BO ites reece ste etenceeeee ee ee 37, 38 
Stanmire v. Taylov....................-.---- BS INC DUO ex cit aoe ante ie aa oi cenae 38 
Starnes v. Hill..............2.... Oe eee eae TL IN Gee, . Ndeceacnealtedatcsieeweendacouieees 511 
S. v. Albertson. 0.22... cccccceeeee cee d Oe bs Ei is, tee 9's +: pee ee eS ne ee Ree 573 
Sp AE OT a oe daccentonveet rtuaadtceeasetes BONO, Aa cress Soaakiet sess atestcuet await 611 
Su. Vi AC RINSON, cc dentestniitscceniesds Bib. IN Og, AOR cecinetoe seas asaseattosce gence totems 210 
Bh BO ROE hc sncctoansencacseaeecicatnatecs TS IN Oc 1 seco cussin Seacsoane ce rgudeedeustaae oneekiedeesous 59 
Se Ve PD ALB OU cockk coceces np oh eseesioaceveds DS IN le Os Oita as teantece teen eas eee 243 
S. v. Barringer 0.000202: sy lk es 25 See de poe A ne ee 646 
Sy LS PCRS ais cli bezescacuavercaccc wes LOS: NoCs TOU cee tee ees 587 
S. v. Blankenship .........0...0....------ DUG ONC BOG oss eto sien 338 
S. v. Bloodworth. .............-2.2--2--- Boge RO IN Oke ee io rea en tase naean Renee 648 
Se Wy IBOSWEIL 4S ccspasceuescecclcbeveas Its ON: Ce 200 ack ois Ae eee en 862 
SC Brady icq as niacetimantes LOD Ne Ce 2896 ne atecre tet ted apsilivendaedaneesiees 558 
Ws DEV ONE oi dccicneriieh etch acseseavions fe Eh, as ec ° 9 ea oe IT are eee er nee 558 
Sie Ballard oe 100? Ng Ci ARG i csresekta i ieatsenaynanerialosaeiens 362 
S. v. Campbell .................. yh Os sacs TO Ne 2 OO acces i oi ei ens 542 
Sov, Chambers siccscccvoccencicesnencel cone OS NC. GOO Gettin ahi aus 646 
BV MCOMLY = aire coterie eee TeV IN Nog an Arias arenas wosdetphiek eiece eens 553 
S. v. Covington............... Pigs case: SLE IN Cx. CA gt een aad ceca cell oast at 647 
S. vy. Craton ........... ccueauatehaeseorn: OSON FO 1S 1 icste ati ee su 539 
S. v. Crenshaw ...... Cicvantbusiceeuasweste 2 Sas, (Re, @ HP Ef (aac rome nnens nn ME ma iene newer ont eR noe 585 
S. v. Orowell . ..2.cc0ccccscceiees TG NAC 1002s ee eco pceeier eee .. 561, 566 
S. v. Daniels oo... teeceeeeeeee 104° N.C. 64 lcecctocs cieceiwnt niacin: 606 
S. v. Debnam ............00...cceeeeeee eee 2 ols i eae’ i Ly (oeteeee a rmce ee ene ce clean scram eee 545 
Se Vy DeviOn fi eccrine PIO. IN AC, BBO eee res chee ears tiegcetuasneetes 556 
sae 8 6 ae ee TD Ig a iradicrei ber asoceiadcesecate hucasse aes dein 605 
So Wi. AUINOSE . 2. ccsetcepeiieawda. Co ial ie, © Rey ¢: | | Spee ee ara a ese ec ee 573 


| 


CASES CITED. 





ANRARNNDRNNNANNNNARARNNRANANNARADRKLLYRNNNVARRARNANNNNND DMM 


VOR UI eee 188 
Wis al PLGA sos cics sav costco cGu tara rwaunaveneuste 1338 
Vi GID cceeeees eta. 126 
Vi Gardner nee leat 94 
Aa Oe Hid 2) 2 See a 60 
Ve GIOCTSCh) siccceseeicseitecenccecteceews 98 
WT ALON: «sas cecessecacocectwavasevcumsacssaane 52 
Vie MOUNO> aceictsccssevensesiasivsnentsenscaced 90 
se 6 i 6 & gues eee eee eae 83 
BA 3 5) 5) 6 134. 
Wp EA OV ODD: ico iedenactecc pease ede nateve: 61 
Vi ROUTING uisendthnusyetccsntectigties 119 
Vs, SEROUS Oso ose ecccp. icedececornpeedoncetes 65 
JE ce © b 6 eee genet nn ee Re 129 
5 A AE 2 oly rege Sis See eee 134 
Ve PAU OY seen coc ieeveesdateaclees 91 
Vs. FL OUUSOU foie cccolcisdadcesentovsenasie Aq 
Vso OU CSe uc cecezteetecttsededseeecnacassanecene. 100 
Wi IR OCT ee eee at 95 
Wir TUS WIG) ie oacustebontwiSeieal tabasco taste, 93 
Vs .OINdSay 4.28 eee 78 
Vi LAP SGOWID: ticcveseseensetnedetese seco 134 
| ae a1: Sanger eee ere i oon aan Sie RRS 100 
i CLS sicultceuswotieeanet ateeeniteeenae 138 
V2 MASSEY aes cna 103 
V. MeCormae oo... enneeeneescceeeoe en: 116 
V. MeDonald  .0.....0.2e eee eee 183 
V7. MCIVED ccccotes Anais: 88 
Vo DMICN BID teceic ea eieeexeess 93 
Vi, NL OOLO® cxcvcuhoulucscisbiassamcccdansetes 118 
Vi WE OOLC ics eho chose eas 136 
Me AMLOUL 2 sciveeccensmes pee iiteceieseuaeeieceee 49 
VT, NOLWOOd, ciiieticn eee 115 
WP AVKGOE 22 ci-trccvssctosneenedeancdsccaauteds 91 
RF BACB ca terasc cucudcdes sock hacknsndpsadee 90 
Ws OOM Hi cariecdictaiactaeasedat ce scesnoendnes 74 
Wie EOOL, csnied. ineeotti ana vouecs taasusdive ce 75 
Ve PCO ects Soe scud ti saseasandaacdicencns 111 
Vi Vay sostasbcrccssdantpatisiemen meats 89 
M.. FROCISTOY face Oe cess cccetecccciee 183 
VW. HOVDOLOS -.oiicceniescnceccesasle: 87 
V. Roberson 220... i.e eccseeenee scene ones 136 
Wy. PICOUG ccrhcns sce srsisCudieccaawzazencninsde 80 
We SGOUl sec ec eterna: 116 
Wo POLLED): Des cacsseniia iercrucesdesnccesoades 125 
Te PUNCLOIT > seas cee ec 120 
MF VIAL OLY sgh cdecesctscantatsncttintham niiass 136 
Vie TUDIV EV. igeccdstc tein tat ease, 182 
Wie PES Gh iiciaa tale sonsacinn oSacdteunaemenvocet 89 
v. Summerfield... ee 107 
Ve PAV OL woccecuiscecctetinctlacascneawianes 133 
V. Teachey ..-...-.....cccccccsccceeseccseene 138 
Ve LY SOU iutcieacec Atenas 133 


A 


ALLAAAALAAAALAADADAA ALD 


ZAZA 


i) 


LE ol hefekoloteletoreoreyolel of lolelotoloh~lcloieiolelo ole olsiolol=foloroi=loletoie een clotoletonotod> 


~“e “ 


“ 


No ad 


ne ~“- ~e ~~ se “ = ‘ “ ‘e <e +. “ ~“e a ~. _ Ped ~e 


> “ w ~~ ad “ w <= “ee we “= “eo <e ‘ee 


“ Pd N= “ ~ ‘e “ bel = 


O73 


CASES CITED. 


RRRNRARDRM WD 


Ve UISSCIY, gedceaceciieees: caynens zB B= a a pet Ey eee ia ire ere ree ea 449 

Ve Vai POL sstkiccteeie aie TBS IN Cry Oe ot ge sea ee ee 559 

Vid WAOS 2385 sores tain in dar De ae "OO ING ge AO oiccs te be aoa cee eee Aa p. O97 

Ve, VINSON? cpaceveks Secor hires eedh eu L622 ja Rae © Bers 13 | eee ee nO on 275, 472 

v. Whitfield ooo. lee TOD: IN Oe S(O izes ceca hie es Aas cee Sai, 606 

Vi WHIUE: eines tk a BOS: IN ag TOF sie eestor tacen eee Sees: 93 

vy. Witter oo. tania mia LOE ING Cag, PO 2 eect aces oe cents Bak cea Sraale see 587 

¥. WOGdEn. c.cceeicen hese BO ANA oy ad OO recedcce sc tuc! Pond sates alts Nee dacs alent is 104 

Ve MODID ectstanes erence ea hee OU NGO ees tet  e 646 

ge Wis OU ete ea cease oneeresna oi Dee ey a eran ne Rene ae een a 566 
Steamboat Co., Russell y............... DOG IN Cig OG Meviake cee cedesagcetiedl duh ea toecoeauenenaas 5OL 
Steamship Co., Lewis v........-...... BO ING Gy OF se srtesceia eS eh toa 276, 517 
Stickney, Barden V.............c.-2. MOON O go SO Qecepcatta tee cutee May, eel tN, 198 
Stocks v. Cannon... eee DOD NG Cas OO pe crest ceec cents: ates Mates tamncates 441 
Stokes, King V...........::cccccsccceceeceeeeeees ZEN: INA Steers cee ties ere ocak Sasa cease eet 182 
Stratford v. Grenesboro................ bE Se et © eae ls Mere ir eee eae or a 418 
Strauss v. Ins. Cov... eee TG IN CO ln ee 310, 3138 
SEPOENOI Ve Cathey ay. 2 ett Do Oi LOd eee Gece hate A oh ee «87 
Suggs, S. Wo... ie cee aduita’ Seuntnsenoedeunass BOING Da scvacuiteslacscece vacstuasicesatatates.toealiees 538 
Summerfield, S. Vii... OR: ING gO Os ens asada ete Neste th crete Oars es 646 
Summers, He parte... cee BU ING Gig, PAO ood orentsnresdevasukietauscsvecesubguce 104, 120 
Sutton v.. Madre... Ne GN 0 Sn 2. Yee eo En 276 
Sutton y. Phillips... BAG ING Og DOB scooans sca wtacectenaniendnencesetaccouats 228, 584 
hg 1 i dea OL -<( 0) | Re eee Re fs IED, (et Pea 5”. re Pe cere ne Re ne Re a 77, 78 

T 

Tapscott, Spence Vou... DS ANE. AO es eosites nto tie iat Rae he 73 
Tate v. Commissioners...............-.. dP LAGE Ie! CS A «| 22mm ee a Pe 420 
Tate, McDowell Vou... cccceceeseeeeee DING O40 tsi eatetiee se ctie ale iat had 346 
Taylor, Knott Vo... eee SO IN Mie. LL nea teaeaniias el olsen apeadonteroweuelane 152 
Taylor vy. Plummer... 2... ROO UNSC OO edie eects ee es uence ee 338 
Taylor ‘v.. SHUPOrds.ecsce eek ee Dd INE og; LO Fig stec testo then ead eased actheeeosecethé 217 
Taylor, Stanmire vV..........0000.02.-..--- BS ING Ce DUO) chin oe eet poe aconee tae 38 
if BE: Th V0) gps > aa (gee eS Poo: IN: Cig WOO: extent Se ce a eee a tae 648 
MOACH EY. 8. Vick eet ee a IN Og, DO ie acta cetee ei gers eet 553 
Telegraph Co., Bryan V...........------183 N. C., 60T........-cccccssenesnceseesnnecencensesseannacsnone 373 
Tel. Co., Bright ve -uw.... Elesalemaes a 52-1 Ee Ors) By Eee ne Pe lo RP 838 
DEL COs SV AUTON AV evict causeaseeced oh oS INO): EOD xc cawcssu cach ts ce ahastctpnaauccentecasheessuoueiate 83 
Tel. Co., Green Vi ou... eccee cece eee E13 ia an BARC: | 0 19 Dee eee mee So ane Pewee DOS Bo 83 
Tel. Co., Hancock vv. oe. ABU IN: Cy, AO Cc incecrt eee a 83, 89, 373 
Tel. Co., Hunter v. .:..00 DO INO ADS cots fen iccc ei Ree atea 83, 89 
Tel. Co., Kennon y.. -.---.......0022.----- BAG UN C22. ieee iesoccten esse. aii laimsteoveuacisccaes (Oe 
Tel. Co., MeKeithan v. .2.000 0... TBC INEO oD erate ea ee eed 522 
Tel. Co., Sherrill vi... DOG! ING x a eae cotacd et ae erates 83 
Tel. Co., Sparkman y. .........02...... 180 N.C, 447. ec cenceeete ee eeececee 86, 91, 92, 94 
Tel. Co., Williams vV. we 555 SB oes aR <1 Gere a en ee 83 
Tel. Co., YOUNG V. .ou20...eee eee DOG IN Cig 1 Oasis estes vecentniesetadaseteniaestoeaee 83 
Terry v. Robbins.........0....0..0000.--.---- 128 N.C. 440 ba pece eles Shue) RS Cass hanced cet setae 346 
Tharel, Miller vV.--2......222...22:..:.0- Wi, ING VES aos a id aes ee Peale adel g 73 
Thigpen v. Leigh..............-::eee- Oo is Cis, ce shasta tal arta acd ae 462 
Thompson, Burnett v.........2-....--. gt INO ge LON Oia ah ina oe ee aha eet 10 
Thompson, Lutz V..........22.c:1ece OL INGOs, cee danse ipcnanegdeadte pence cTinse neces eeereoetses 457 
Threadgill, Bruner v.:.......000000000-2.. 7S ea Re © Ne 121 5 eR ete aR ce 20 


i] 
co 


CASES CITED. 


Threadgill, Bruner v.........0.0.00..... 88 
Threadwell vy. Blunt........0000.......... 86 
Odd, BWM Vis. ccs stespssseeanss steeectene 107 
Townsend vy. Williams.................. 117 
Traction Co., Kelly v.....-...00......... 1382 
Traction Co., Kelly v......000000.... 133 
APE GRINCH. FOOL Vso eedei es ersten, 76 
Tripp, White v........... peaiotsteceetatate! 125 
PPOXI@P We Rs. Wises 2 jcc 124 
Trustees v. Realty Co.......2........ .--»-L34 
Tucker v. Tucker.......................-.--- 108 
Turner Ve. BOLO 5622 eke ees: 126 
Turner, Ewbank Wu... cece 134 
Turner v. Machine Co...............-...- 133 
Turner v. McKeeé...................00....00-- 137 
Murer. PatecvV 24. tec ees 94 
Tyttle Vv. Marrills. cee _... 85 
Tuttle v. Rainey...........000000000 98 
OE ViSOU soe, Vigauss cacti tees cates 1388 
University v. Sawyer..............-------- 1 
WUSSCRY oe Viet 118 
Vali Pelt, Sa Vissi a 136 
Vaughan v. Commissioners.......... 117 
Vaughan v. Gooch. .........2-...2...---.00+-- 92 
Verble, March V......2--..-2.-..0.:-22-c000-- 79 
Vestel v. Wicket........0.....-.--.-....------ 108 
Vickers v. Leigh..........--.-2........-.----- 104 
VIN CS) Dis Veccaanietes ots daeeeaaaiiee atene 93 
WANS OM. TeV eestevseutectactsemavesteeneiastend 63 
Wall v. Covington....0..2....0.002...22.00+- 76 
_ Wallace v. Cohen............-.. eee ere 111 
Wallace, Lumber Co. V.........-..---- 93 
Walls v. Williams...........0000000..- 91 
W Ber FG V ieceensedncraabaccaas acces 118 
Walker, Hassell v...-......00 50 
Walters, Wooten v......... eds sos See 110 
Ward v. Coffield.........o.. eee eee, 16 
Ward, Moring V.......-...-----ccs-e-eee--+ 50 
Warehouse Co. v. Ozment...........-.. 182 
Warren v. Makely.........0... 85 
Wasson, Wittkowsky V.................-- 71 
Waters v. Roberts.............2..0...-2..- 89 
Watkins v. Mfg. Co........2-..sceceeeoee- 1$1 
Watkins v. Williams...................... 128 
Watson v. R. Ruwiicecceececceeeceeeees 133 
Watts, Mobley V.............--:.-cceceeeeeeeee 98 
Weeks v. WilKinS......0.....000000000...... 134 


30 


IN Oa Oo cata dacimsl Weegee titer ee 33 
NAO. escent A 74 
ING 5 OG gaining tactcerin ae reside ee 
nS Rr GE 2 (Oe eA nee 558 
INO S900 core cachet erase sce eee, 60 
I ig AO aie sicce tte ait es ce cnet at 354 
0 oat Se 180 
1 Be is fs Se oP Pe 536 
IN SO csieeti racy aoa ston i hae cba: 532 
IN AO in, SA ties esr it Se ie cane 418 
ths Fe 6s 2 a AP eee Pe 323 
st ME 6 0 esa eo EE 175 
1 (Ok Oy {7 Ce een ROO ee RIT REI 421, 422 
INGO, B80 tinea Gear trate atte 426 
1, 1c 9 een ae ee or ee eee 418 
NEOG Qi Aeas ecient 515 
TIPS BR | Sana ee ee eC EN oa PEDRO aD 411 
ING © ot 2 eee a a nee ne 526 
IN Os CO poet cs re 8 ad eae ates 607 
U 
Si 6 is 156 See ne es ne Onno 38 
I ee BO 0) 6 en en ne ee ee ee 442 
Vv 
IN Oana eee ray ae et es 559 
Te STE 21° ee ee RING es OPT Oe 419 
TN Ce dt ie et et oe 138 
Nes a reece Noreen, ae teu e ce ee ce 2 
INC I se ete ttee note cha tet 346 
NO 20 ne cecee hea cee 319 
INC AO nee sce a a eas 597 
IN AG BBD ce athe hate sata S 275, 472 
Ww 
IN Ce Oecd ea teddies ance 20 
jh OS eas C0 enn me cen eRe et 50 
TNs Oe a sneha Ri ee 52 
Ds Ba Bar: Ce Aa Pe Pe nen mre 10 
ier SS 1 fy Ge a eee eee mde Dee 67 
IN AEe eR 4 | ae eee 218 
be ON) (eee ee ne ae erate eR Pees 20 
INO AO i eater ea ated eo 64 
1s Ge 2 LY (2 ee EY 162, 165 
WN Ci B90 os a aos 173, 357 
I, ease acest a ee Te ee 33 
DN Ce WA aac ctaden cece esent ceaerttess 276, 483 
Ae Poon © | ae erat ce EE SRA 33 
i | eR oS 45 
1S os (| Sa eee aR 141 
IN Ct 100 60 ie a eee cence. 501 
ly Ot GRR 1c1 ent me ee no eT 526 
IO 5 Bice reine: 215 


CASES CITED. 


Sa AA 


Westhall, Brittain v._. ey IN AC ig RO 2 fe ah as tects cee coon ze ce 482 
Weston, Wilson v........... Srcneaatietad ats OO ING Cn Oa asceces i wei ere te eee al 140 
Wheeler, Field v.....0.2.0000000000.22222------ QO) Na OF etal ea ad ese 20 
Wheeler, Hailey V........0.....0..--:00- AD ING HOG WOO ie ee sf E27 ba Moe loaded es eagle 282 
Wheeler, Hampton vV......0000...-..0..---- OD ING os ee eater ht ae ec aes 181, 182, 183 
White, Clinard v...0000.... Sit fuss MO IN Ose 2 0 oles scien nae titt eee ted Wane 302 
White, Jennings v._..... apenas TOO IN Nyy eo ecseseee ig ce tee teledena. te i ceocaecec toss 518 
White ‘v. MOrrisxccsce.c neice MOINS Cre OD aac ec hs coh ated clatau Meeeten dee eens 155 
Wie Si Va ee td BING: rah asad Sack Series he ke 93 
IW DIte Vv, EVID Divcseatetcodescsgicdlacet eas Ts ING gs Oe Orso oes aah seat aoc ccteatee eotes ete veas del 536 
White, Wilson V..022..00 ce eee eee fo HG Es © Peart! | Ratan neste nae aOR anny eae eee Emme Be 50 
Whitehead v. Spivey... TOS ING Oe. OG cleats ccc dais pt ca ecard. 8 
Whitehurst v. Hyman..................-- OE INAS sy EG Gets eel ene A 536 
Whitesides v. Cooper...............-.....- De INO Oe eect ce a Sot ee ee a 11 
Whitfield, Knott v.....-.00.0020.02-.---- 29 a oO ARMRLY  6 Been Rat mtr ene Ee een Ee Re 346 
Whitfield v. Longest.............0.......--- Ba IN ag OB as asa denccbonesa no: oan voaboawes ec meteaee 251 
Whitheld, Si Vienne wnat BICULS San Fy GGA «(6 Seeeer i eteere a enna ae ee een ace ee 606 
Whitford v. Foy... eee OO NC 26D ctr rede adc cee, 280, 281 
Whitmire, Merrell v..0.2....000.000...-... TO IN og OW isch tecctovin veitaia ste eodateasceat aed coats 305 
Wicker, Vestel viii... i dc, ale @ ena 3 SERENE es ESE OT en NnRE ee ARE aT See rae 346 
Wileox Viv WICOK cote ee IN MO 8 Oicsetctcces Miele say hs Aelia sats 138 
Wilkesboro, Call vo. a is Sa, Geta <5 Cans ee i eee eR 296 
Wilkie ¥. Re Re 22k) ect ee oe TOT AN Cig! ZLOB ae aietrcecess es tai 59 
Wilkins v. Jones... PAD: NO yg OG are hen oe Be seca oe act tee 46 
Wilkins, WeeKS V................2222..000--- Bae IN MU otinsie eta taae Gos eck as eecan ena ded eeeenbead cate 215 
Wilkinson, Jenkins v......0..0.0--0...... Le INS (og: Oe. ance ates eeuiwewes Aosta at ales 73 
Williams v. B. & L. Asso... VB IN eC A asa ioscan ae cece aa seetenes 310 
Williams v. Gill... DD IN, Og OO Tse cs decerce dg ase cca yes 354 
Williams, Grist v.........0.00000000- EIN Gs, 2G ctesthetieostetety side coche eiospseeteed ieee 310 
Williams v. Hughes.......000..0...00.... SO IN Oey. BBs eecci teeth Se eras oo 17 
Williams vy. Johnson...................... 0 ae aa © Sig: 57, See eee ne eee 155 
Williams v. Tel. Co... DEG INO Oo teircts ek BAC oe antes 83 
Williams, Townsend v..............----- MN gs Ges (painceacete eee escapees esocunivaaenens 558 
Williams, Walls V......,..222..c..--ees0ee OD IN 2G ok 0 anaes es eee 10 
Williams, Watkins v...............---..-- BD IN ig, Bs cose as cash ete tach ees 141 
Williams v. Williamson.................. DD IN BO BN ie Ee oan Sect st atlas eae nee 351 
Williamson v. Hartman.................. D2 Ne Crp BOO be ticeinclh GeO ies tec as, 154 
Williamson, Williams yv................- Bee IN Ns. DO estate coas yaya ni ven usin yaacemeswececess 351 
W AS ye Re teen et 8 os tec 120° NGC OB esa secon pate es at ass 354, 355 
AY HIN SOD WiOTth, Ved. on DO IN, © De csarencci tokens occu 555 
Willoughby, Robinson v................. GO: Ne Gig 20 ite latina tet oles oi cette See 140 
Wilson vy. Jennings... 0... BS ING Cae OO scares tataucsesiee sc dsaceeaaninnuestnee 334 
Wilson, McCall v........00....00..........--- MOT IN ih DOG esa a go sh oie Nese rete 3 
Wilson vy. Seagle ow... eee roc: id ae Grams (iB | Raernes enets Sane a nan pron oe nae eae AU Sane 865 
Wilson v. Weston... Ol Ne Reg seo cassettes oe ee 140 
Wilson vy. White... OO IN Ore BO rious cond ceccysccacencgateiaceden aettdi toads 50 
Wilson v. Wilson... ete B25: NEO 5 B20 ce eee ees ha 338 
Winslow v. Morton............cc:00----- TS IN Oo AO eet oa a ha eee: 587 
Wittkowsky v. Wasson..............--.: (sa i eee 0 ere ene ee 276, 483 
WIGCET Sx Veet He ee sss. DOW ANG Cie (OZ sisson acts atid eaten 587 
Woodfin, S. V...........-.---2-e0ee eee Be ANG Oe MOO esata eet a ice tates 104. 
Wood v. Oxford.......2.........0..-2-22-02-ee= DU aNe og. 2 Faiveermercbeesd Gcdaceanteate: feewst alee nut ae 498 
Wool v. Fleet wood.........0...........-- POO! INGO AO sense eal hes host idea: 15 


31 


CASES CITED. 











Wool v. Saunders...............-----------++ TOS IN 0 DO cca cs cae ast eats ede A ase 37 
Wooten v. Walters... TAO ON OD oer siete soe aids cs dieataagy 20 
Worth vy. Wilmington.................... i 5 I flat GA 5); +5 en Den oo en er re CO 555 
Wight, BlQ@K. Vseccicceccasescnsiccsscrernieen Bd IN Os: Ab plese) ad coeaatet sna tarewsiaeunieskaascasycucdudncss 210 
di 
Yoder, Fullbright v..............--.--.----- d © 2 cae (ae eae 12 | Renae ee ee RR te te ee 320 
ONO eV anv aeceoedeeanceeaerseeeceteseteccseeest OF Nes GUT oe Se eects 646 
Young v. Kennedy............2..-------++---- DE Ne Noy OD ce Sands ees codeatvasesteeasocoms escceesecetecesus 280 
VOUS Via Ti, Beiicceccivaccccecacceseecasecctotans VIG: Nei. OS 2 oeceecsenkcasion erteee ees sees 276 
YOUNG y Se Viseesccctacticscienactasnesleaeneeas ME IN aa ee 566 
VOune V; Wels OO cisscceccccacststeutotescnsass TOT IN: Gs SO recesses tee tees eectce ee 83 
VOUNS Ve A OUl Gicshitoetecd ieee OE IN Oo Osa sateen anigecooeoaa besa azencecas eed 154 
Yow v. Hamilton. onc. cccccs ness ASG ING ee, BO tec eae a een ite 7 


32 


CASES 


ARGUED AND DETERMINED 
IN THE ; 


SUPREME COURT. 
NORTH CAROLINA 


| AT 


RALEIGH 


FALL TERM, 1905 


DAVIDSON v. BARDIN. 
(Filed 12 September, 1905.) 


Evidence—Personal Transaction with Deceased. 


In an action to recover for services rendered’ the defendant’s intestate, the 
testimony of plaintiff that she “gave him medicine, prepared his nourish- 
ment, kept him clean and cared for him generally, he was helpless alto- 
gether; we had to do all the services and wait on him,” was incompetent 
under section 590 of The Code, this being a “personal transaction” with 
deceased. 


Action by Mary E. Davidson and B. F. Davidson, her husband, 
against J. D. Bardin, administrator of Richard Bardin, heard 
by Long, J., and a jury, at Spring Term, 1905, of Pereurmans, (1) 


Aydlett & Ehringhaus for plaintiffs. 
Pruden & Pruden for defendant. 


Crarx, C. J. This is an action to recover for labor alleged to have 
been performed for seven years prior to his death, in waiting upon, 
caring for, and nursing the. defendant’s intestate and his wife,. 
both of whom were very old and feeble, and not related to the (2) 
plaintiffs. | | 

The feme plaintiff was allowed to testify as a witness in her own be- 
half over defendant’s objection and exception that she “gave him medi- 
cine, prepared his nourishment, kept him clean and cared for him gen- 
erally. He was helpless altogether; we had to do all the services and 
wait on him.” This was clearly a “personal transaction” with the de- 
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ceased, and the witness was incompetent under The Code, 590. It is true 
that his Honor excluded any conversation, but the statute excludes not 
merely any “communication,” but also any “personal transaction.” 

The cases relied upon by the plaintiff merely sustain the proposition 
that the witness would have been competent to testify to any “substan- 
tive and independent fact” that was not a “communication or personal 
transaction” with the deceased, asin Gray v. Cooper, 65 N. C., 183, that 
the deceased had possession and use of the slaves, or March v. Verble, 79 
N. C., 19, that the deceased had owned but one bull since the war and 
what he was worth—or Cowan v. Layburn, 116 N. C., 526, that the plain- 
tiff carried provisions to the deceased at her house and that she had no 
other provisions, the court being careful to add that it did not appear 
whether the deceased accepted or refused the provisions, thus excluding 
any “personal transaction,” the actual delivery. Im all these cases, the 
possession of the slaves and of the bull, and carrying provisions to the 
house of defendant’s intestate were independent, substantive facts, like 
proving the value of an article sold to the intestate (the sale and deliv- 
ery being proven by another), March v. Verble, supra; and that witness 
saw the book in hands of intestate, but not that she handed him the book, 
which last was held incompetent. Lane v. Rogers, 113 N. C., 171, or the 

numerous cases Clark’s Code (3 Ed.), p. 845, that the plaintiff 

(3) can prove the handwriting of defendant’s intestate, but not that 

he saw him sign the paper sued on. — | 

Under these decisions, the plaintiff was competent to testify that she 
went to the house of defendant’s intestate, and his condition, and what 
she saw or heard, so long as these were iadependent facts and did not 
tend to show a “communication or personal transaction” between her and 
the deceased, whereby a liability to her, express or implied, would ac- 
crue. His mouth being closed by death’ to deny the contract, the law en- 
forces equality of conditions by forbidding her to prove an express con- 
tract by showing a “communication,” or an implied contract by showing 

“personal transaction” as the rendition and acceptance of services. 
which was the object of the evidence here admitted. The witness “may 
testify to any fact which does not include a personal transaction or com- 
munication.” McCall v. Wilson, 101 N. C., 598; Johnson v. Rich, 118 
N.C., 268. — j | 

Error. | 


Cited: Davis v. Evans, post, 441; Stocks v. Cannon, post, 63; Dunn v. 
Currie, 141 N. C., 125; Hicks v. Hicks, 142 N. C., 232; Witty v. Bar- 
ham, 147 N.C. 482; in re Bowling, 150 N. C., 510; Rrocwianin: Brown, 
151 N. ©., 1138; Tee Everett, 152 N. C., 119: Rows. Adams, 174 
N.C.,, 498 . re Saunders, 177 N. C., 157. 
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BONNER v. STOTESBURY. 
( Filed 12 September, 1905.) 


Witnesses for Deceased—Section 590 of Code—Amendments to Plead- 
— wngs—--Fraud—Statute of Limitations. 


i. Where a witness was not asked to testify against the representative or as-_ 
signee of a dead person as to any transaction or communication between 
himself and the person deceased, but in favor of such a representative, 
the testimony being offered by the party to the suit who represented the 
dead person: Held, such testimony does not fall within the inhibition 
of section 590 of The Code, which is intended to protect the deceased per- 
son’s representative or assignee, who is suing or being sued. _ 


2. Where the plaintiff moved below to amend his complaint, and the Court 
intimated that it would allow the amendment if the plaintiff’s evidence | 
was sufficient to warrant it, but by reason of an erroneous exclusion of 
testimony, the plaintiff was prevented from developing his whole case and 
was driven to a nonsuit, this Court will not dismiss the action either be- 
cause the complaint is defective or because the cause of action as stated 
is barred by the statute of limitations. 


8. Upon the question of fraudulent concealment of funds, section 155 (9), of 
The Code, applies only where the ground of the action for relief is fraud 
or mistake and the statute runs from the discovery of the facts constitut- 
ing the fraud or mistake and not from the discovery by a party of rights 
hitherto unknown to him. 


4, While this Court has the power of amendment, it will not exercise this 
power where the amendment would, perhaps, present a case substantially 
different from the one which was tried below and raise a question of law 
not involved in the present appeal. 


Action by Selby Bonner, administrator of Mary E. Bonner, (4) 
against C. A. Stotesbury and C. A. Stotesbury, executor of 
R. B. Stotesbury, heard by Ward, J., and a jury, at Spring Term, 1905, 
of Hyps. 

Plaintiff alleges that nies intestate deposited with one Benson a cer-— 
tain sum of money subject to her order and that from time to time Ben- 
son, on her demand, made payments to her, having at her death, in his 
hands, as her depositary, a balance of $260. That soon after her death, 
and presumably in September, 1898, defendant C. A. Stotesbury, received 
said money from Benson without having taken out letters of administra- 
tion, and immediately paid over to R. B. Stotesbury, his testator, a con- 
siderable portion of the same, the amount not being known to plaintiff. 
Plaintiff also alleges the death of Mary E. Bonner, and the qualification 
of plaintiff, on the 18th day of February, 1905, as her administrator, 
the death of R. B: Stotesbury in 1904, and the qualification of the de- 
fendant, C. A. Stotesbury, as his executor. Defendant, in his answer, 
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(5) denied the allegations of the complaint and pleaded the statute 
of limitations. At the trial, the Court submitted two issues to 

the jury, which are as follows: “1. Are the defendants indebted to 
the plaintiff, and if so, in what sum?” “2. Is the plaintiff’s claim barred 
_ by the statute of limitations?” Plaintiff introduced C. F. Benson as a 
witness and asked him. what funds of Mrs. Bonner he had in his hands 
at her death? Defendants’ counsel objected and the witness then stated, 
in answer to a question of defendants’ counsel, “that he knew nothing 
about the funds except what Mrs. Bonner told him and put in his hands.” 
The objection was sustained and plaintiff excepted. Plaintifi’s counsel 
also asked the witness if he had paid any money to OC. A. Statesbury 
since the death of Mary E. Bonner, plaintif’s intestate? The question, 
on objection by defendants’ counsel, was excluded by the Court and 
plaintiff excepted. The witness was then asked by plaintifi’s counsel, if 
Mary E. Bonner had deposited any money with him prior to her death, 
and if so, how much? This question was also excluded, on objection by 
defendants’ counsel, and plaintiff excepted. It was stated by counsel in 
this court and not denied, that the plaintiff moved in the court below to 
amend his complaint by alleging a conspiracy between Benson and the 
Stotesburys to defraud the estate of plaintiff’s intestate out of said fund 
so deposited with Benson, and the Court stated that it would first hear 
the testimony of the plaintiff and then pass upon the motion to amend. 
In the brief of defendants’ counsel it is admitted that “the Court per- 
mitted the plaintiff to amend his complaint.” We take it that this ad- 
mission refers to what the Judge said, as stated by plaintiff’s counsel, 
when the motion to amend was made. No amendment was actually made 
in the Superior Court. The Court intimated that it would charge the 
jury that, if they believed the evidence, they should answer the first issue 
“no,” and the second issue “yes.” Plaintiff thereupon, in defer- 

(6) ence to the intimation, submitted to a nonsuit and appealed. 


S. 8. Mann for plainteff. 
HT, 8S. Ward and Aydlett & Ehringhaus for defendants. 


Waker, J., after stating the case: It was admitted here that the 
Court excluded the testimony of the witness, Benson, as being Incompe- 
tent under section 590 of The Code. In this we think there was error. 
Benson was not asked to testify against the representative or assignee of a 
dead person as to any transaction or communication between himself and 
the person deceased, but in favor of such a representative, and the trans- 
action between him and Stotesbury was of course confined to living per- 
sons, The proposed testimony, as to the transactions between him and 
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Mrs. Bonner, was offered by the party to the suit who represented the 
dead person. Such testimony does not fall within the inhibition of sec- 
tion 590 of The Code. That statute was intended to protect the deceased 
person’s representative or assignee, who is suing or being sued in the 
action, and for the reason that the living party to the transaction or com- 
munication, who is a party to or interested in the event of the action, or 
the person under whom he claims, should not, in all fairness, be per- 
mitted to speak concerning it, when the other party, who is dead, cannot 
be heard in reply. McCanless v. Reynolds, 74 N. C., 301. It was said 
on the argument. that if the plaintiff recovered of Stotesbury, the witness, 
Benson, will be liable over to him. Not conceding that this would be so 
under the facts and circumstances of this case, we are unable to see, if 
we admit the correctness of the proposition, how it affects the question 
one way or another. In the cases cited by counsel, the witness, who was 
liable over, was introduced to testify against the representative of a de- 
ceased person as to a transaction or communication between him and the 
testator. Lyon v. Pender, 118 N. C., 147; Fertilizer Co. v. Rippy, 
123 N. C., 656, and 124 N. C., 648. But not so here, as we have (7) 
seen. The testimony ruled out by his Honor is within neither 
the letter nor the spirit of the statute and was therefore improperly ex- 
cluded. The two cases of Bunn v. Todd, 107 N. C., 266, in which the 
present Chief Justice analyzes section 590 with great clearness, and Yow 
v. Hamilton, 136 N. C., 357, are decisive authorities against the ruling. 
The Court said in the last case, referring to that section: “It is there 
provided that an interested witness or a person from, through or under. 
whom a party to be affected by the event of the action, claims, shall not 
testify concerning a personal transaction or communication between the 
witness and a person then deceased under whom the party against whom 
he is introduced as a witness claims.” We see, therefore, that the wit- 
ness must be introduced to testify against the representative or assignee 
of the deceased person. | 

It was contended by the defendants’ counsel that even if the witness, 
Benson, was competent, the plaintiff had stated no cause of action and 
if he had that it is barred by the statute of limitations. It was ad- 
mitted in this Court by counsel that the plaintiff moved below to amend 
his complaint and the Court intimated that it would allow the amend- 
ment, if the plaintiff’s evidence was sufficient to warrant it, and it would 
therefore hear the evidence before ordering the amendment. In the brief 
of defendants’ counsel, it is stated that, “at the hearing the Court per- 
mitted the plaintiff to amend his complaint.” As the ruling of the Court 
upon the competency of the witness, Benson, was erroneous and, by reason 
thereof, the plaintiff was prevented from developing his whole case and 
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was driven to a nonsuit, we would not be willing to dismiss his action or 
to sustain the nonsuit on the ground stated by the defendants’ counsel, 
even if we should hold the complaint to be defective. This ruling also. 
applies to the contention that the plaintiff’s cause of action as now stated 

is barred by the statute of limitations. The plaintiff has not had 

(8) a fair opportunity to amend his complaint, in order to avoid the 

operation of the statute, no more than he has had a fair chance to 
perfect the statement of his cause of action, if in either case amendment 
is required, which we do not decide. Plaintiff’s counsel stated here that 
he would allege in his amended pleading a fraudulent concealment by 
Benson and Stotesbury of the fact that they had the money of his intes- 
tate and a conspiracy between them to cheat and defraud plaintiff out of 
said money. It was not made clear to us in what the alleged combina- 
tion to defraud consisted, nor how, in a legal sense, it injured the plain- 
tiff. But we may be enlightened as to this by counsel when the amend- 
ment is made, if the case should come back to us. Upon the question of 
fraudulent concealment, it may be said, that The Code, section 155 (9), . 
applies only when the “ground” of the action for relief is fraud or mis- 
take and the statute runs “from the discovery of the facts constituting 
fraud or mistake, and not from the discovery by a party of mghts hith- 
erto unknown to him.” Dunn v. Beaman, 126 N. C., 766. 

Plaintiff moved in this Court to amend his complaint. As the amend- 
ment would, perhaps, present a case substantially different from the one 
~which was tried below and raise a question of law not involved in the 
‘present appeal, we could not allow the motion if in other respects we 
had the power to do so. Whitehead v. Spwey, 103 N. C., 66; Howard v. 
Insurance Co., 125 N. C., 49. This Court undoubtedly has the power of 
amendment, but this is not a case which ealls for its exercise. 

There must be a new trial because of the error committed by the Court 
in rejecting testimony which was offered and the plaintiff may amend 
below by permission of the Court, if so advised. 7 

New trial. 


Oited: Jefferson v. Lumber Co., 165 N. C., 49; Linker v. Linker, 167 
N. C., 652. 
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LATHAM v. LUMBER CoO. 
(Filed 12 September, 1905.) 
Action for Waste—Contingent Remaindermen. 


1. While the owner of the inheritance, either by way of reversion or vested 
remainder, can maintain an action for waste, yet one entitled to a con- 
tingent remainder cannot maintain such an action, but the interest of a 
contingent remainderman in the timber will be protected by a court of 
equity by injunction. : 


2. Where the lands were devised to a anapiten for life “and after her aeath: 
the said lands are to go to the children of my said daughter and the 
children of such as are dead,” and the life tenant, who is living, had 
several children, one of whom married and died, leaving the plaintiffs 
the issue of such marriage: Held, the plaintiffs have but a contingent ~ 
remainder, which may never vest, and they cannot during the life of the 


life tenant maintain an action for’ waste for timber cut. 
f 


Action by Thomas H. Latham and others against Roanoke (9) 
Railroad and Lumber Company, heard by Ward, J., upon the 
pleadings and facts agreed at July Special Term of WasurneTon. 

William Alsbrook devised the land from which the timber in contro- 
versy was cut to his daughter, Sabra Harrison, for life, concluding with 
the words: “And after her death the said land and negroes are to go to 
the children of my said daughter and the children of such as are dead.” 
Sabra Harrison, who is living, had thirteen children, one of whom inter- 
married with B. D. Latham and died, leaving the plaintiffs the issue of 
such marriage. During 1892 a eri proceeding was instituted in the 
Superior Court of Washington County by said Sabra Harrison and her 
then living children, including the mother of plaintitts, and the children 
of such as were dead, for the purpose of procuring an order for the sale 
of the timber on said land. At said sale, by a commissioner appointed 
in said proceeding, the defendant corporation purchased, paid for 
and took a deed for said timber. The mother of plaintiffs re- (10) 
ceived her share of the purchase money therefor. The plaintiffs 
were not parties to said proceeding. Mrs. Latham died prior to the 
commencement of this action. They sue for one-thirteenth of the value 
of the timber—found by the jury to be $159, less $43.65, the value of 
the life estate of Mrs. Harrison. His Honor being of the opinion upon 
the foregoing facts that the plaintiffs were not entitled to recover, ren- 
dered judgment accordingly, and they appealed. | 


H. 8. Ward for plaintiffs. 
A. O. Gaylord for defendant. 
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Connor,.J. The plaintiffs having neither the possession, nor the right 
thereto, cannot maintain an action for trespass. The authorities cited 
by their counsel in his well considered brief amply sustain the right of 
the owner of the inheritance, either by way of reversion or vested re- 
mainder, to sue for waste and recover the damage to the inheritance. 
Burnett v. Thompson, 51 N. C., 210; Walls v. Williams, 91 N. C., 477; 
Dorsey v. Moore, 100 N. C., 41. It is equally well settled that one en- 
titled to a contingent remainder cannot maintain an action to recover 
damages for waste. Hunt v. Hall, 37 Me., 363. That was “An action 
on the case in the nature of waste.” The land upon which the timber 
was cut was devised to the wife of the testator for life, remainder, “after 
her death” to the children of testator and “the heirs of such as may then 
be deceased.” It was held that the plaintiffs, children of the deceased 
daughter, could not maintain the action during the life of the first taker. 
This case is cited with approval by Mr. Justice Walker, in Bowen v. 
Hackney, 1386 N. C., 193; Mays v. Feaster, 2 McCord Eq. (S. C.), 187; 
30 A. & E. (2 Ed.), 275. The interest of a contingent remainderman in 

the timber will be protected by a court of equity by injunction. 

(11) University v. Tucker, 31 W. Va., 621. It therefore becomes nec- 

essary to consider and decide the question whether plaintiffs took, 
under the will, upon the death of their mother, a vested or contingent 
remainder. Their counsel contends that the mother took but a conting- 
ent remainder dependent upon her surviving the life tenant. His view 


is thus clearly stated in his brief: “If one of the children of Sabra Har- | . 


rison die before she does, the remainder is at an end and can never vest 
and another remainder to her children is substituted who can take noth- 
ing from their parent, but under the will.” After further discussion he 
says: “It is made clear, we think, that the time at which the limitation 
should take effect in interest and not merely in enjoyment, was at the 
death of Sabra Harrison. The will expressly says so.” The authorities 
cited sustain ‘his contention. Whitesides'v. Cooper, 415 N. C., 570; 
Bowen v. Hacknéy, 136 N. C., 187, in which the cases are cited and re- 
viewed by Mr. Justice Walker; Irvin v. Clark, 98 N. C., 444; Hunt v. 
Hall, supra; Olney v. Hull, 21 Pick., 301. It being conceded that only 
those children of Mrs. Sabra Harrison, who are living at the time of 
her death, can take the land, why is it not equally true that only those 
of her grandchildren who are living at that time can take under the will, 
and that until such time the remainder is contingent? How is it to be 
known until that time whether the plaintiffs, or any of them, will ever 
take any estate in the land? If all recover the value of the timber and 
one or more of them die before the death of Mrs. Harrison, is it not 
manifest that such as may die before her death have never sustained any 
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damage by the act of defendant in cutting the timber, what is to prevent 
‘ those who may survive recovering the share which would have vested 
in those who have died? The death of either will disturb the share or 
proportion of the survivors. If all should die it may be that as those 
who would in that event take were parties to the special proceeding they 
would not be entitled to recover for the share which would have 
accrued to plaintiffs. Without deciding any of these questions, (12) 
it is clear that plaintiff, during the life of Mrs. Harrison, have 
but a contingent remainder which may never vest. The plaintiffs’ 
counsel insist that although they have sought to recover only one-thir- 
teenth of the value of the timber upon the theory that plaintiffs, will at 
the death of Mrs. Harrison, take by substitution the share which would 
have vested in their mother if she had survived, that they are in fact 
entitled to share equally, when the life estate falls in, with all of the 
children and grandchildren upon a per capita basis of division. If he 
is correct in this view it is manifest that they may not recover in this 
action, for it is impossible to say now what amount they may then be 
entitled to. No one can foresee how many deaths may occur during 
Mrs. Harrison’s life, or, how such deaths would affect the rights of the 
plaintiffs if they survive her. It is possible that by the death of several 
of the children, leaving a number of grandchildren, the share upon a 
per capita division would be materially diminished. These are contin- 
gencies which obstruct the plaintifi’s right to recover in this action. It 
would seem, therefore, that for the purpose of disposing of this appeal 
it is immaterial whether the plaintiffs or such of them as may then be 
an esse, will, upon the death of Mrs. Harrison, take by substitution or 
per capita. ‘The question is not free from difficulty. As the conclusion 
to which his Honor arrived puts an end to this action, it 1s not necessary 
to decide the other interesting questions discussed by counsel. 

The judgment of his Honor must be 

Affirmed. —— 


Cited: Cherry v. Canal Co., 140 N. C., 424; Cameron v. Hicks, 141 
N. C., 31; Coffin v. Harris, 1b., 713; Richardson v. Richardson, 152 
N. C., 705; Jones v. Whichard, 168 N. C., 245; Clark v. Wimberly, 171 
N. C., 50; Jenkins v. Lambeth, 172 N. C., 470; James v. Hooker, vb., 
782; University v. Markham, 174 N. C., 348; Pritchard v. Williams, © 
175 N. C., 322; Grantham v. Jinnette, 177 N. C., 235; Thompson v. 
Lumber Co., 179 N. C., 51, 54. 
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PITCHFORD vy. LIMER. 
(Filed 12 September, 1905.) 


Wills—Rule wn Shelley's Case—Executory Devises. 


1. Where, by a clause in a will, land is given to P. “for life, and after his death 
to his heirs (lawful) forever. ”’ P. took an estate in fee simple under the 
rule in Shelley’s case. 


2. Where a will gave to a son me resided in Mississippi the privilege of 

coming back to North Carolina and taking certain land, or remaining 

Where he was, and receiving other benefits under its terms, and he pre- 

ferred to remain in Mississippi and elected to take other property be- 

stowed upon him by the will: Held, the estate in said land never vested 

in him, it being an executory devise dependent upon a contingency which 

did not occur, and the doctrine that conditions in restraint of alienation: 
are void has no application. 


(13) Action of ejectment by T. J. Pitchford and others against. 
Jane Limer, heard on case agreed before Jones, J., at June Term,. 
1905, of Warren. 

Thioring J. Pitchford, Sr., died leaving a last will and testament, and 
the rights of the parties to re controversy depend on the correct con- 
struction of the following clause in said will: “As I have heretofore 
given my son John C. Pitchford, nothing or nearly so, I hereby give him 
the privilege of selecting tract No. 1, containing the dwelling house, in 
full right and title to him and his heirs forever, on this condition, how-. 
ever, that he reside on the place. If he refuse this offer, as I trust he 
will not, then the same offer is hereby made to my son, Thomas J. 
Pitchford, on condition that he resign fully all claim, if any he may 
think he has, to tract No. 2, and on the further condition that he is. 
hereby given a life interest therein, and after his death to his heirs. 
(lawfpl) forever.” 

John C. Pitchford, referred to in cathe clause, did not elect to. 

(14) take the property therein described, but. received other benefits 

under the will given him in case he determined not to accept the 
property. The defendant holds his title under deeds in fee from both 
John C. and Thomas J. Pitchford, Jr., mentioned in this clause of the 
will. The plaintiffs are the children and heirs at law of this Thomas J. 
Pitchford, Jr., now deceased, and maintain their right to recover on the 
ground that J on C. Pitchford, having elected not to take the tract of 
land in controversy, nothing passed to the defendant by his deed; and 
that under this clause of the will, their father (Thomas J. Pitchford, 
Jr.,) took a life estate, and he having died, the plaintiffs who are his: 
children and heirs at law, own and have a present right to recover the 
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On the facts agreed the court below adjudged as follows: “The con- 
struction of the will of Thomas J. Pitchford, Sr., touching the rights of 
plaintiff and defendant, having upon a written statement of facts agreed 
been submitted to the Court, the Court files the following judgment: 
The Court is of opinion, and so holds, that John C. Pitchford, having 
failed to reside upon tract No. 1, as designated in clause 3 of the will, 
_ did not take title in fee to said tract No. 1. But the Court is further of 
opinion, and so holds, that Thomas J. Pitchford, under clause 3 in the 
will, took title in fee to tract No. 1, under the rule in Shelley’s case, 
and Thomas J. Pitchford, Jr., having joined with his wife in the con- 
veyance to A. C. Cook, trustee, the title in fee by mesne conveyances 
passed to the defendant. It is therefore ordered and adjudged that the 
plaintiff recover nothing by his suit, and that the defendant go without 
day and recover his costs.” ‘Both plaintiffs and defendant excepted and 
appealed. 


Pittman & Kerr for plaanttffs. 
T. T. Hicks and Tasker Polk for defendant. 


PLaINntiFFs’ APPEAL. , (15) 


Hoxg, J., after stating the facts: The plaintiffs excepted to that por- 
tion of the judgment which held that Thomas J. Pitchford, Jr., by the 
terms of the will, took an estate in fee simple under the rule in Shelley’s 
case. There is no error in this ruling. By the clause in question the 
property is given to Thomas J. Pitchford “for life, and after his death, 
to his heirs (lawful) forever.” Such words have been generally held to 
convey a fee simple, and there is nothing in this will which makes or 
tends to make this an exception to the general rule. Hdgerton v. Aycock, 
123 N. C., 184; Wool v. Fleetwood, 1386 N. C., 460; Cooper Ex parte, 
tbid., 180; Britt v. Lumber Co., rbid., 171. 

The Court is referred by the plaintiff to the case of Bird v. Gilliam, 
121 N. C., 326 (overruled in 123 N. C., 63, but not on this point), to 
Rollins v. Keel, 115 N. C., 68, and some other authorities of like kind, 
but these cases were decided on the ground that, by reason of certain 
qualifying and explanatory words or clauses of the will, the terms “heirs 
or heirs of the body” could not be given their simple and ordinary 
import, “carrying the estate to the whole line of heirs of the sort de- 
scribed to take in succession as such heirs,” but were to be considered 
in a different or more restricted sense, by which they were changed from 
words of limitation to words of purchase. There are no such qualifying 
or explanatory words in the clause we are now considering, and the 
general rule of construction must prevail. There is 

No error. : 
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DerenpANT’s APPEAL. 


Hoxs, J. The defendant excepted to that part of the judgment which 
holds that John C. Pitchford took nothing under this clause of the will 
by reason of not complying with the condition imposed, and seeks to 

sustain his position on the ground that the condition requiring 
(16) in effect that John C. Pitchford should remain upon the property 
is one in restraint of alienation, and therefore the condition is 

void and the estate is good. 

It is true that where an estate has vested, a condition in general 
restraint of alienation or entirely repugnant to its nature will be de- 
clared void. The doctrine is sound, but there is nothing in this case 
which permits its application. The will simply gave to John C. Pitch- 
ford, who resided in Mississippi, the privilege of coming back to North 
Carolina and taking the property, or of remaining where he was and 
receiving other benefits under its terms. He preferred, it seems, to 
remain in Mississippi and elected to take other property bestowed upon 
him by the will. The estate, therefore, never vested in him. This would 
seem to be an xurory dee dependent on a contingency which did 
not occur. 

Even if the qualifying clause should be correctly construed as a condi- 
tion in restraint of alienation, it would be a condition precedent, and in 
such case the doctrine sontonded for by the defendant would have no ap- 
plication. Reeves on Real Property, secs. 418, 419 and 420. 

The question is no longer of moment to the parties, as the opinion of 
the Court on the plaintiffs’ appeal decides that the defendant is the 
owner of the property. There is 

No error. 


Cited: Perry v. Hackney, 142 N. C., 375; McSwain v. Ee: 170 
N. C., 364, 





WILLIAMS v. HUGHES. 
(Filed 12 September, 1905.) 


Costs of First Trial—Judgments, 


‘Where at the first trial of the case judgment was entered for the defendants 
and the plaintiff appealed and a new trial was granted, and at the second 
trial, the defendants again recovered and in the judgment, the plaintiff 
was taxed with all the costs of the defendants in the action, except the 
costs of appeal: Held, the plaintiff’s exception to the judgment upon the 
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ground that he was not taxable with any of the costs of the first trial, 
was without merit; sections 525-6 and 540 of The Code, relating to taxa- 
tion of costs, refer to a final recovery upon the merits. 


Aotion by P. H. Williams, Administrator of D. L. Prichard, (17) 
against Joseph H. Hughes and others, heard by Long, J., and a 
jury, at Spring Term, 1905, of Camprn, upon exception to the taxation 
of costs. 
| At the first trial of the case sidament was entered for the defendants 
upon a verdict in their favor and plaintiff appealed. This Court granted 
a new trial for error in the refusal of the Judge to give instructions. 
136 N. C., 58. At the second trial, the defendants again recovered and 
in the judgment the Court taxed the plaintiff with all the costs of the 
. defendants in the action, except the costs of the appeal to this Court, 
which included the cost of the transcript and certificate. Plaintiff ex- 
cepted and appealed upon the ground that he was not taxable with any 
of the costs of the first trial. . 


‘Pruden & Pruden and J. H eywood Sawyer for plainteff. 
Aydlett.&@ Ehringhhus for defendants. 


Waker, J., after stating the facts: The contention of the (18) 

plaintiff is that, as a new trial was granted in his first appeal, 

he cannot be taxed with any of the costs of the former trial. The matter 
of costs is regulated solely by the statute and the correctness of plaintift’s 
contention depends, therefore, upon what is its true construction, and 
must be determined by its meaning. By section 525 of The Code, costs 
are allowed, of course, to the plaintiff, upon recovery, in cases of which 
a justice of the peace has no jurisdiction.. This action was of that char- 
acter, it being one brought for the purpose of subjecting land to the 
payment of intestate’s debts. By section 526, costs are allowed, of 
course, to the defendant, unless the plaintiff be entitled to recover them. 
These are the general provisions of the statute relating to the taxation 
of costs. Sections 527 and 540 provide for the costs in appellate courts, 
and give the Court a discretion in respect to the taxation of such costs 
when a new trial is ordered or the judgment of the lower Court is not 
wholly reversed. These provisions need no special consideration in this . 
case, as plaintiff has been allowed all the costs of his first appeal. It | 
will be observed that by section 525 the condition precedent to the plain- 
tiff’s right to costs is that he shall recover in the action. It is perfectly 
clear that this recovery, in a case like the one under consideration, refers 
to a final. determination upon*the merits. The plaintiff has never “re- 
covered” in this action 1n any sense. He was successful in this Court to 
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the extent of obtaining a new trial, but that by no means was equivalent 
to a recovery in the Court below. This Court merely ordered a new trial 
and in that state of the case neither party had “recovered” in the action 
and the question of costs was left open to be settled by the result of the | 
final trial of the case: Plaintiff relies on a provision of section 540 of 
The Code to the effect that, if the appellant recovers judgment in the 
appellate court, he shall be ee the costs of that court and such costs 
as he should haye recovered in the court below had the judgment of that 
court been correct, and he shall have restitution of any costs of 
(19) the lower court which he shall have paid under its erroneous judg-| 
ment. The first part of this provision manifestly refers not only 
to a reversal of the judgment below, but to a judgment in favor of the 
appellant on the merits and not merely to an order for a new trial. , 
 EHilert v. Kelly, 4 E. D. Smith (N. Y.), 12. The trial court cannot ordi- 
narily tax the costs of an action in favor of either party unless ‘there 
is a judgment, costs being an incident of the judgment. What' is said by 
the Court in Dobson v. R. R., 183 N. C., 626, and quoted by plaintiff’s © 
_ counsel in their brief, refers to the latter ‘branch of section 540, relating 
to restitution of any costs which have been actually paid by the appellant 
in the court below. The hypothetical question there stated is not even 
now presented. We are not to decide whether, if plaintiff had paid any of 
the costs in the lower court, he was entitled to have the amount so paid 
restored to him when the new trial was ordered, but whether his liability 
for all of defendant’s costs is to be determined by the result of the action. 
We think the view we have taken of the statute is sustained by the au- 
thorities. In 8. v. Horne, 119 N. C., 858, the defendant was convicted 
and appealed. A new trial was ordered and he was acquitted. There 
was an appeal by the county commissioners from so much of the judg- 
ment of the court as taxed the county with the costs of the trial in which 
the defendant was convicted. In passing upon the exception to the judg- 
ment, the Court, by Clark, J., says: “There is no exception in State 
cases to the rule prevailing in civil cases, that the costs follow the result 
of the final judgment.” That case is in principle like ours. It declares 
the true and only test of liability for costs to be the nature of the final 
judgment, the party cast in the suit being the one upon whom the costs 
must fall. The same rule was stated and enforced in Kincaid v. Gra- 
ham, 92 N. C., 154. The defendant claimed a credit of fifty dollars on 
the debt, the subject of the action, which, if applied, would still 
(20) leave a balance due-the plaintiff. The sole issue in the justice’s 
court was based upon this claim. Defendant lost in that court 
and appealed. He won in the appellate*court, but this court. held that 
he must nevertheless pay the costs of that court and the decision was 
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reached by a construction of section 540, upon which plaintiff in this: 
case relies, namely, “if the appellant shall recover judgment in the 
appellate court, he shall recover the cost of that court and those he 
ought to have recovered below, had the judgment of that court been 
correct.” As the defendant did not recover in the action, though he suc- 
ceeded upon the only issue raised in the appeal, the court held the plain- 
tiff, in whose favor final judgment was rendered, was entitled to his 
costs. Indeed in Dobson v. R. R., supra, a case cited by the appellant 
and already referred to by us on another point, it is laid down as the 
rule that costs of the lower court abide the final result in that tribunal 
with a few exceptions not embracing our case. It may be taken as 
settled, therefore, by this court that no part of the costs of an action 
can be taxed against the party recovering judgment, save in a few ex- 
ceptional instances not within the general principle which governs this 
ease. Wall v. Covington, 76 N. C., 150; Horton v. Horne, 99 N. C., 
219; Field v. Wheeler, 120 N. C., 264. In Bruner v. Threadgill, 98 
N. C., 225, plaintifi’s action was to redeem a mortgage by a sale of the 
premises, and certain disputed matters of account were referred, upon all 
of which decision was given in favor of defendant by the referee. Plain- 
tiff mortgagor was held entitled to recover his costs, although a balance 
was found due the defendant mortgagee. To the same effect are Patter- 
son v. Ramsey, 136 N. C., 561; Wooten v. Walters, 110 N. C., 251; Fer- 
rabow v. Green, tbid., 414. The same construction has been placed upon 
similar statutes in the courts of other States. In Ellert v. Kelly, 4 
E. D. Smith (N. Y.), 12, the very point made in this case was presented 
.and the court held, that where judgment was reversed in the appellate 
court, the appellant was not entitled to any of the costs in the 

lower court, not relating to the appeal, without an award, in (21) 
addition to the reversal of judgment for him upon the merits. 

The result of the case is thus stated: “There has been no final determina- 
tion between the parties. It does not appear that the appellant has lost 
the cost (which he incurred in the court below) by reason of the erro- 
‘neous judgment. Non constat that he would have recovered those costs 
if the error had not been committed. The judgment might have been 
against him if the errors had not occurred. The fact that errors were 
committed was a sufficient reason for relieving him from the judgment 
itself. But the reversal did not adjudge directly, nor by implication, 
that the defendant was not liable at all.” This accords precisely with 
our present view of the matter and the principle settled by our former 
decisions. In the following cases the identical question was presented 
and decided in the same way, with this added observation that, if there 
is no judgment on the merits directly in favor of the plaintiff in error 
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(appellant under our system of pleading and practice), but the original 
action, in any form, is still to go on, the costs of the court below must. 
abide the final issue of the cause. Gosling v. Acker, 2 Hill, 391; LD. V. 
R. Rh. v. McFarland, 44 N. J. Law, 674; Byrnes v. Hoyt, 12 Me., 458. 
In the case last cited the Court said: “The plaintiff in error, then, by’ 
the reversal, is entitled to be restored to what he lost directly by the 
_ judgment, which he succeeded in reversing; and not to his costs in the 
original suit, to which he would have been entitled, if judgment had 
been rendered in hisfavor. This is the measure of relief which our law 
allows to a defendant aggrieved by an erroneous judgment.” 

The rule is stated in Cartwright v. Sale, 16 Ohio, 316, with seal 
application to facts such as we have in this case. “The judgment of | 

reversal or affrmance only embraces the costs made under the 
(22) proceeding or writ of error. In case of affirmance there has 
already been a judgment for the costs of the original proceeding; 
on reversal the costs of the original proceeding must abide the event of 
the suit.” Where.a judgment was reversed and the case remanded with 
an unconditional mandate for a new trial, it was erroneous to allow 
appellant, afterwards, any part of the costs of the former trial. Garri- 
son v. Singleton, 5 Dana (Ky.), 160. Authorities are quite abundant 
to the same purport. 5 Enc. Pl. & Pr., 122, and notes. Applying to 
the facts of our case this familiar rule, that costs follow the judgment, 
and are to be taxed against the defeated party, we can find no error in 
the judgment of the Court. 

We have discussed the question more at length than we would hee 
wise have done, because. of the strenuous insistence of learned counsel , 
that the meaning of the statute is the reverse of that we have adopted. 
It is proper, though, that we should remove doubts which seem to exist 
with some as to what costs are taxable in cases like this by declaring the 
rule which should govern, with a full statement of our reasons therefor, 
so that the practice may be clearly settled, if possible, once for all, as 
the question may be one of frequent recurrence. 3 

No error. 


Cited: Hollingsworth v. Skelding, 142 N. C., 251; Metal Co. v. B. R., 
145 N. C., 299; Smith v. RB. B., 148 N. C., 335; Cotton Mills v. Hosiery 


Mills, 154 N. G,, 467, 
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JENNINGS y. WHITE. 


(Filed 12 September, 1905.) 


Deeds—Descriptions—A dverse Possession—Privity of Hstate— 
Instructions. | 


1, Where the call in a deed is for a certain distance to a known and fixed line 
of another tract, the distance will be disregarded and the line control, but 
the Court should instruct the jury, as a question of law, what the boun- 
daries are, leaving to them the question where they are. 


2. In an action of ejectment, an instruction that if the jury should find that 
plaintiff and those under whom he claimed had been in the exclusive, 
open, continuous and adverse possession of the land in controversy from 
1880 to the bringing of the action, they should answer the issue for the 
plaintiff, is erroneous, where the plaintiff failed to show any privity in 
respect to the locus in quo between himself and those whose possession 

preceded his. 


3. Possessions cannot be tacked to make out title by prescriptions when the 
deed under which the last occupant claims title does not include the land 
in dispute. 


Action of ejectment by W. M. Jennings and wife against (23) 
W. H. White, heard by Jones, J., and a jury, at November Term, 
1904, of PasquoTank. | 

From a judgment for the plaintiffs, the defendant appealed. 


Aydlett & Hhringhaus for plaintiffs. 
W. M. Bond and C. FE. Thompson for defendant. 


Connor, J. Plaintiff alleged that he was the owner and in possession 
of a lot in Elizabeth City, on Road Street, beginning at the northeast 
corner of Scott’s lot and running at a right angle with Road 
Street, along the fence of said Scott, 410 feet to Commander’s (24) 
line, thence northwardly parallel with Road Street about 56 feet 
to W. K. Carter’s line, thence eastwardly with Carter’s line parallel with 
the first line to Road Street, thence with said street about.56 feet to the 
beginning. The defendant admitted that he was in possession of a part 
of said lot, denying plaintiff’s alleged title thereto, and alleged that he 
was the owner thereof. Plaintiff introduced several deeds executed prior 
to October, 1876, which defendant conceded covered the lot described in 
the complaint. Plaintiff introduced a deed from G. F. Steel to Sarah 
Gaskins, bearing date October 16, 1876, conveying a lot “beginning on 
Road Street at the northeast corner of Charles’ lot, running thence with 
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said street 56 feet to the colored Odd Fellow’s lot at a large elm tree, 
thence north 821 degrees, west 410 feet to Thomas Commander’s line, 
thence south 4 degrees west 18 feet to W. F. Martin’s line, thence south 
821% degrees east along Martin’s and Mrs. Dashiell’s line 115 feet, thence 
south 11 degrees east 381% feet to said Dashiell’s line, thence along her 
line and Charles’ line south 8244 degrees east 295 feet to the beginning. 
A deed from Sarah Gaskins to G. W. Cobb, dated September 1, 1887, 
conveying, by the same description, the lot conveyed to her. Cobb con- 
veyed by the same description to plaintiff 8 July, 1889. It is contended 
by defendant that, for some reason, Steel, who it is conceded was the 
owner of the parallelogram described in the complaint, in conveying to 
Sarah Gaskins retained the southwestern corner of the lot. The plain- 
tiff says that while it is true that the third call is “south 4 degrees west 
18 feet” it is also to “Col. W. F. Martin’s line,” and that the last part 
of the call will control, by invoking the well settled principle that where 
the call is for a certain distance to a natural object or a known and 
fixed line of another tract, the distance will be disregarded and the natural 
object or line control. This principle is conceded. The Court was not 
requested to instruct the jury upon this view. His Honor simply 

(25) told the jury to inquire whether the deed under which plaintiff 
claimed covered the land in dispute. The Court should instruct 

the jury, as a question of law, what the boundaries are, leaving to them 
the question, where they are; under the description contained in the 
_plaintiff’s deed and those of Gaskins and Cobb, the third call could not 
exceed 18 feet unless the jury fixed “Col. W. F. Martin’s line” at some 
other point, in which event they would extend the call to such line. His 
Honor inadvertently omitted to give the jury any guide by which they 
could be governed in answering the question submitted to them. No 
special instructions were asked and it may be that defendant is not in a 
position to avail himself of the failure to so instruct the jury. If the 
grantor in the deed to Sarah Gaskins intended to make the third line 
56 feet instead of 18, he has made a break in the side line running into 
another lot 38 feet, which would prevent him from reaching the begin- 
ning point by the calls in the deed at the end of the line of 295 feet. It 
would seem difficult to reconcile the calls in the deed from Steel to Gas- 
kins and those leading up to and including plaintiff’s deed, so as to 
include all of the original lot, being a parallelogram, with two sides of 
410 feet and two ends of 56 feet each. The plaintiff, however, contends 
that if it be conceded that the deeds under which he claims do not cover 
the locus in quo, that he and those under whom he claims have been in» 
possession of the disputed portion for more than twenty years and have 


50 


N.C.) | FALL TERM, 1905. 





JENNINGS v. WHITE. 


thereby acquired title. There is evidence tending to show that the 
original lot was enclosed by a fence and that it continued so until 
changed by defendant, who purchased the adjoining lot during the year 
1903, and that the successive owners of the original lot occupied the 
locus in quo. His Honor instructed the jury that if they should find 
that plaintiff and those under whom he claimed had been in the ex- 
clusive, open, continuous and adverse possession of the land in contro- 
versy up to the said fence and that the possession had been con- 
tinuous from 1880 to the bringing of the action, they should (26) 
answer the issue for the plaintiff. Defendant excepted. 

The difficulty which the plaintiff encounters in sustaining this instruc- 
tion 1s found in his failure to show any privity in respect to the locus in 
guo between himself and those whose possession preceded his. If the 
deed under which plaintiff claims had covered the disputed land, 
although his grantor may have had no title he could have tacked his 
possession with that of his grantor and built up title based upon a dis- 
seizin by his grantor. It cannot be that several disseizins having no 
privity can be tacked so as to vest title. The law in this respect is thus 
stated in 1 Cyc., 1007: “The general rule is that possessions cannot be 
tacked to make out title by prescription when the deed under which the 
last occupant claims title does not include the land in dispute. Jt must 
clearly appear in the deed that the particular premises were embraced 
in the deed or transfer in whatever form it may have been made.” Of 
course if it be shown that there was a mistake in the deed, a different 
principle applies. 

“To make a disseizin effectual to give title under it to a second dis- 
seizor, it must appear that the latter holds the estate under the first 
disseizor, so that the disseizin of one may be connected with that of the 
other. Separate successive disseizins do not aid one another, where 
several persons successively enter on land as disseizors, without any con- 
veyance from one to another, or any privity of estate between them, other 
than that derived from the mere possession of the estate, their several 
- consecutive possessions cannot be tacked so as to make a continuity of 
disseizin, of sufficient length of time to bar the true owners of their 
right of entry. To sustain separate successive disselzins as constituting 
a continuous possession, and conferring a title upon the last disseizor, 
there must have been a privity of estate between the several successive 
disseizors. To create such privity there must have existed as 
between the different disseizors, in regard to the estate of which (27) 
a title by disseizin is claimed, some such relation as that of 
ancestor and heir, grantor and grantee, or devisor and devisee. In such 
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cases the title acquired by disseizin passes by descent, deed or devise. 
But if there is no such privity, upon the determination of the possession 
of each disseizor the seizin of the true owner revives and is revested, 
and a new distinct disselzin 1s made by each successive disseizor.” 
Sawyer v. Kendall, 64 Mass., 241; Hollingsworth v. Shearman, 81 Va., 
681; Sherwin v. Brackett, 3 Min., 152; Ward v. Bartholomew, 23 Mass. 
(6 Pick.), 409; Humes v. Bernstein, 72 Ala., 546; Atwell v. Shook, 133 
N.C., 887. It does not very clearly appear in what manner Steel delivered 
the possession to Sarah Gaskins in 1876. If he put her in possession 
of the entire lot including the portion not included in the deed, she in 
respect to such portion, became his tenant at will. She certainly 
acquired no title to the portion not included in the deed—nor was there 
in that view of the case any disseizin. There is evidence on the part of 
the witness, Raper, that Mrs. Gaskins was in possession in 1880. If 
such possession was permissive the statute did not run. If it was ad- 
verse to Steel in whom the title remained, as we have seen it did not 
enure to the benefit of her grantee or the subsequent grantee, because it 
was not covered by any of the deeds made subsequent to the one from 
Steel to Gaskins. This Court held in Blackstock v. Cole, 51 N. C., 560, 
that the mere fact that one who had purchased a tract of land went into 
possession of another adjoining tract not covered by the deed is no evi- 
dence that he claimed such tract under the person from whom he pur- 
chased. In Bryan v. Spivey, 109 N. C., 67, cited by counsel for plain- 
tiff, the plaintiff, by showing that possession of the land in controversy 
had been held for more than thirty years, availed himself of the pre 
sumption that a grant had issued from the State. To do this is was not 
necessary to show any connection between the successive occu- 

(28) pants. See cases cited by Shepherd, C. J., who says: “If the title 
was out of the State, the law would also presume that a deed had 

been executed by the true owner to the parties under whom the plaintiff 
claims, they having had continuous adverse possession of the same suc- 
ceeding each other as privies for twenty years.” The original possession 
being shown in Richard Dobbs Speight a continuous possession in:those | 
succeeding as his heirs at law was shown. The distinction between that 
case and the one before us is obvious. The same is true of Alexander v. 
Gibbon, 118 N. C., 796. The title was directly put in issue and the 
burden was upon the plaintiff to show title in himself. We are unable 
to say whether the jury were of opinion that the “Col. W. F. Martin 
line” was established and that disregarding the distance called for in 
the third call the plaintiff’s deed and those to Gaskins and Cobb covered 
- the disputed land or whether they were controlled by the contention that 
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the plaintiff had acquired title by adverse possession upon the principle 
laid down by his Honor. For the reasons given, we are opinion that the 
charge in that respect was erroneous and for this the defendant is 
entitled to a 

New trial. 


Cited: Campbell v. Everhart, post, 513. 





JOHNSON v. WESCOTT. 
(Filed 12 September, 1905.) 


Entry of Vacant Lands—Admissions. — 


Where, in proceedings under the laws relating to entry of vacant lands, it 
was admitted by the plaintiffs (protestants) that they could not show pos- 
session of any part of the land except during the years .1874-1876, nor 
any paper-writing to any person for any part of the land covered by said 
entry, except three deeds which failed to connect the plaintiffs in any way 
with the land, the Court properly dismissed the proceedings. 


PROCEEDING under entry laws heard before Ward, J., at Spring Term, 
1905, of Darzu. From the judgment entered dismissing the pro- 
ceeding, the protesting parties, the plaintiffs, appealed. (29) 


B. G. Crisp for plaintiffs. 
W. M. Bond for defendant. 


Brown, J. These proceedings were instituted under chapter 272 of 
the Acts of 1903, amending the laws relating to the entry of vacant 
lands. The protesting parties moved the Court that on the face of the 
record, the burden of proof was on defendant (Westcott) to open the 
case and show cause why his entry should not be declared void. Over- 
ruled and plaintiff excepted. This was the first exception. This motion 
was based upon the wording of section 3 of the act. It is plaintifi’s con- 
tention that under the wording of this law, the burden is on the one 
making an entry of land under it, when protest is filed, to at least make 
out a prima facie case that the land is subject to entry and that he has 
complied with the requirements of law in laying it. The plaintiffs 
further contend that if an individual is permitted to lay an entry and 
rest on his oars with no other proof than his entry no better field for | 
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(30) speculation can be imagined, and that by shifting the burden 
on the occupant or owner in many instances he could by this 
technicality become possessed of land to which the title 1s now con- 
sidered settled. The plaintiffs contend it was doubtless with this in 
view that the Legislature requires the enterer to come into court and 
“show cause why his entry shall not be considered inoperative and void.” 
The argument is interesting to us, but the Court is of opinion that it 
is not necessary to decide that question on this appeal, so we forbear 
giving a decision upon it. 

Unfortunately for the plaintiffs they admit enough upon the face of 
the record to put them out of court. “It was admitted by the plaintiffs 
that they could not show any paper writing to any person for any part 
of the land covered by said entry except the three deeds or papers re- 
_ ferred to above, nor any possession of any part of the land by any person 
except during the years 1874 to 1876 and no further.” The record gives 
the dates of the three deeds and names of the parties. They fail so far 
as the record: discloses to connect plaintiffs in any way with the land. 
This admission appearing in the record in the Superior Court, his Honor 
very properly dismissed the protesting proceedings at the cost of pro- 
testants. 

Affirmed, 


Cited: Walker v. Carpenter, 144 N. C., 676; Bowser v. Westcott, 145 
NC 3 





BOARD OF EDUCATION v. MAKELY. 
( Filed 12 September, 1905.) 


Action to Remove Cloud on Title—Swamp Lands—Burden of the Issue 
—Burden of Proof—Harmless Error—Instructions. 


1. An exception to the admission of evidence which, if irrelevant, was harm- 
less, is without merit. 


2. In an action brought by plaintiffs, for the purpose of having vacated and 
canceled a grant issued to the defendant upon the ground that the land 
was not the subject of entry and grant as it was swamp land and was 
vested in the plaintiffs under section 2506 of The Code, an instruction that 
the jury must be satisfied by the greater weight of the evidence that the 
‘land described in the complaint is swamp land before they could find for 
the plaintiffs, was proper, though the plaintiffs were in possession of the 
land. when the suit was commenced. 
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3. The distinction between the burden of the issue and the burden of proof 
is that the burden of the issue, that is the burden of proof in. the sense 
of ultimately proving or establishing the issue or case of the party upon 
whom such burden rests, as distinguished from the burden or duty of 
going forward and producing evidence, never shifts, but the burden or 
duty of proceeding or going forward often does shift from one party? to the 
other, and sometimes back again. 


4, Where a party requests the Court to charge the jury that if they believe 
the evidence they should answer the issue in his favor, the adverse party 
is entitled to have the evidence considered most strongly in his favor and 
all facts which it reasonably tends to prove for him must be considered 
established, and any part of the evidence which tends to disprove the con- 
tention must be taken as true, as in case of a demurrer to evidence or 
motion to nonsuit, and where the evidence on the issue was not all one 
way, the instruction was not a proper one. 


Action by State Board of Education and another against M. (31) 
Makely, heard by Hoke, J., and a jury, at May Term, 1904, of 
Hyps. From a judgment for the defendant, the plaintiffs appealed. 

This suit was brought for the purpose of having vacated and (32) 
canceled a grant issued by the State to the defendant in 1888 for | 
1761 acres of land, upon the ground that the land was not the subject 
of entry and grant, as it was swamp land and was vested in the plaintiff, 
the State Board of Education, who had conveyed the same to its coplain- 
tiff, The Alleghany Company, and therefore the grant was a cloud 
on the title of said company. Issues were submitted to the jury which, 
with the answers thereto, are as follows: 1. Are plaintiffs the owners 
and in possession of the land set out and described in the complaint and 
referred to in the answer as the land contained in an alleged grant to 
defendant? 2. Does defendant wrongfully assert title to said land under © 
a grant from the State, of date 1888, thereby putting a cloud on plain- 
tiff’s title? 38. Is the defendant the owner and in possession of said 
land? Yes. 4. Do plaintiffs wrongfully assert title to said land under 
the deeds exhibited from Clark to Brooks and Leach, and from Scranton 
Company to Alleghany Company, thereby putting a cloud on defend- 
ant’s title, and also under deed from State Board of Education to Alle- 
ghany Company? Yes. 

Plaintiffs opened the case and introduced much evidence tending to 
show that the land in controversy is swamp land, and some of the de- 
fendant’s witnesses testified to the same effect. Charles Polson, one of 
plaintiff’s witnesses, testified that it was low boggy swamp, covered 
with water moss, and in order to contradict him, and also perhaps to 
show that it was not swamp land, the defendant’s counsel was permitted 
on cross-examination to ask the witness if the land in dispute was not 
naturally drained through the Bishop tract, which lay between it and the 
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ereek and which is high and dry land and cultivated as a farm. The 
answer of the witness tended to show that the Bishop land adjoined the 
tract described in the complaint and lay between 1t and Broad 
(83) Creek and that a ridge of that tract is under cultivation; that it 
‘is high land and tillable, and only that part of it is dry and used 
as a farm, and the ridge is the only part that could be cultivated. The 
other facts are stated in the opinion. 


Small & McLean and Rodman & Rodman for plaintiffs. 
W. M. Bond for defendant. 


WALKER, J., after stating the facts: Whether it was not relevant for 
defendant to show by the witness, Polson, the general topography of the 
country Immediately surrounding the tract in dispute or the conforma- 
tion of contiguous tracts, as bearing upon the character of the tract in 
qnestion, and whether this evidence is of the same class as that excluded 
in Warren v. Makely, 85 N. C., 12; Bruner v. Threadgill, 88 N. C., 
365, and Waters v. Roberts, 89 N. C., 145, where a comparison was at- 
tempted to be made between the tract in suit and other adjoining tracts 
for the purpose of determining the value of the former, we need not 
decide, as it is quite sufficient to hold, as we do, that if the evidence was 
irrelevant 1t was harmless. Indeed all the advantage of the answer to 
the question was with the plaintiffs. It is apparent from the form of 
the question. the defendant’s counsel was attempting to prove that the 
natural drainage of the land in dispute was over the Bishop tract, as 
plaintiffs’ own witness, J. H. Wahab, had previously testified. But de- 
fendant’s counsel got, as an answer to his question, not only what he 
did not want or expect, but something quite the reverse of it, and there- 
fore the evidence made in favor of the plaintiffs. Besides, it would 
seem relevant to the issue to show that the Bishop tract lay between this 
land and the creek, the natural outlet for the drainage of lands in 
the vicinity, and that on it there was arable land or a farm. It may not 

have been conclusive or even strong evidence as to the true 

(34) character of the land in dispute, but as a circumstance it perhaps 

constituted.some evidence tending to show that it was not swamp 

land. We put our. decision, however, on the ground that the evidence 
was harmless and overrule the exception. 

The plaintiffs assign as error his Honor’s instruction that the jury 
must be satisfied by the greater weight of the evidence that the land de- 
scribed in the complaint is “swamp land,” before they could find for the 
plaintifis, thereby placing the “burden of proof” upon them. We think 
this was a proper instruction, under the pleadings and the facts of this 
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case. Plaintiffs allege that they are the owners of this tract because it 
is swamp land. The Board of Education (as successor to the President 
and Directors of the Literary Fund, Const., Art. IX, sec. 10; Code, 
:gec. 2506), could not establish any right or title to the land by virtue of | 
the statute (Rev. Code, sec. 66; Const., Art. IX, sec. 10; Code, sec. 
2506), investing it with the title to the “swamp lands” in the State as a 
‘part of the trust property to be held by it for the benefit of education, 
unless it could show that the lands claimed by it were of that descrip- 
tion. Could a plaintiff resting his right to the title or possession of 
‘land on a deed conveying, or a will devising, to him the swamp land in 
a certain larger tract described therein, recover any part of the land 
‘without showing that it comes within the particular description of the 
deed or will? The Board does not acquire title, by virtue of the statute, 
‘to all of the lands of the State, but only to its “swamp lands.” 

It is alleged in the complaint and virtually admitted in the answer 
that the plaintiff, the Alleghany Company, is in possession of the land 
‘claiming under a deed from the Board of Education, who asserted title 
‘to the land, under the statute, as swamp land. Assuming that this pos- 
‘session is presumed to be rightful and is sufficient, generally, to present 
_.a prima facie case, and to compel the defendant “to go forward” 
with his proof or take the risk of an adverse verdict of the jury, (35) 
or an adverse ruling of the Court as to the law, we yet think as 
‘the plaintiffs further allege that they derived title to the land under 
‘the statute, by reason of the fact that it is swamp land and in no other 
way, they should be required to take the burden of establishing this fact, 
“$0 essential to the successful maintenance of their suit. This is not an 
action to recover the realty, but is brought for the avowed purpose of 
‘removing a cloud from the plaintiffs’ alleged title and for that purpose 
‘to have vacated and canceled the grant issued by the State to the de- 
fendant. Plaintiffs are therefore, as we have said, the actors, and they 
allege the affirmative of the issue to be the truth of the matter. Mc- 
‘Cormick v. Monroe, 46 N. C., 18. The mere fact that plaintiffs had 
possession of the land when the suit was commenced does not materially 
affect the question under discussion. The burden of the issue was upon 
‘them from the beginning to the close of the case, although the burden 
-of proof may have shifted during the trial from one side to the other 
and even repeatedly back and forth. The distinction between the bur- 
-den of the issue and the burden of proof is thus stated by an eminent 
law writer:' “The burden of the issue, that is the burden of proof in 
‘the sense of ultimately proving or establishing the issue or case of the 
party upon whom such burden rests, as distinguished from the burden 
.or duty of going forward and producing evidence, never shifts, but the 
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burden or duty of proceeding or going forward often does shift from one 
party to the other, and sometimes back again. Thus, when the actor has 
gone forward and made a prima facie case, the other party 1s compelled 
in turn to go forward or lose his case, and in this sense the burden shifts 
to him. So the burden of going forward may, as to some particular mat- 
ter, shift again to the first party in response to the call of a prama facie 
case or presumption in favor of the second party. But the party who 
has not the burden of the issue is not bound to disprove the actor’s 
(36) case by a preponderance of the evidence, for the actor must fail 
if, upon the whole evidence, he does not have a preponderance, 
no matter whether it is because the weight of evidence is with the other 
party or because the scales are equally balanced.” 1 Elliott on Ev., 189. 
In the next section (140), Judge Elliott illustrates the doctrine by put- 
ting the very case wé have here, and citing Fitzgerald v. Goff, 99 Ind., 
28, in which it appeared that the plaintiff below (defendant in error or 
appellee), Eliza Goff, brought the suit for the purpose of removing a 
cloud from her title, alleging that she was the owner of the premises 
under a good and perfect title, but that the defendant claimed an interest 
and estate therein adverse to hers and praying that they be compelled 
to show it and that the same be declared void. Defendant Fitzgerald 
answered, admitting that Eliza Goff once had the title, but alleging, by 
cross-bill, that she had conveyed it by deed to defendant’s assignor and 
praying that the title so acquired be quieted. Plaintiff Goff, in her 
answer to the cross-bill, denied the execution of the deed, and the issue 
tried was whether the deed had been executed. It was held that the bur- 
den of the issue was on the defendant, the cross-complainant, throughout 
the trial, as he was the actor and alleged the affirmative and as the form 
of the issue so placed the burden. That is in effect and in principle our 
case, although the position of the parties on the record is reversed, 
which, however, can make no practical difference. It was also held in 
that case that the prima facie case made by the defendant, by the intro- 
duction of proof as to the execution of the deed which authorized it to 
be read as evidence, did not change the burden of the issue, though it 
may have affected the burden of proof. In our case the defendant denies 
the plaintiffs’ assertion of title and it therefore was incumbent upon 
the plaintiff to establish 1t by a preponderance of evidence for the rea- 
sons already given. A full discussion of the subject will be found 
(87) in 4 Wigmore on Evidence, ch. 36, secs. 2486, 2488 and 2489, 
having special reference to the point under discussion. While 
he says that there is no general solvent for all cases and no one principle, — 
which affords a sure and universal test for determining where the bur- 
den rests, which in a general sense must be decided by the nature of the 
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pleadings and form of the issue and the facts peculiar to the case in 
hand, yet he further says that what he calls the first burden of proof or © 
risk of nonpersuasion of the jury rests upon the party, who must, by 
proving the essential fact involved, ultimately establish the issue in order 
to succeed in the action. 4 Wigmore on Ev., secs. 2488 and 2489. It 
may be added that the defendant, who is not the actor, relies upon a 
State grant regularly issued, and the presumption must be that it passed 
a good title to the grantee until the contrary is shown. It comes from 
the sovereign, the origin and source of all titles in this State, and con- 
veyed at least a proma facre-title, nothing else appearing. Halloran v. 
Mersel, 87 Va., 398; Clay v. White, 1 Munf., 162; Wool v. Saunders, 
108 N. C., 729. We do not mean to say that a grant cannot be attacked 
collaterally in ejectment, nor directly in a proceeding to have it vacated, 
upon the ground that the lands described in it were not “vacant or un- 
appropriated” at the time it issued, but when a person asserts its in- 
validity by reason of that fact and asks that it be vacated, claiming the 
land by virtue of a special grant or donation confining the bounty to lands 
of a special description, such as “swamp or wnappropriated lands,” it 
is incumbent on the donee to show that his grant or donation 1s for land 
within the particular description. Stanmire v. Powell, 35 N. C., 312. 
Indeed, in actions of ejectment, it has been said that the fact the lands 
are not vacant or unappropriated “may be shown,” which clearly implies 
that the proof must come from the party impeaching the grant, Loving- 
good v. Burgess, 44 N. C., 407; Strother v. Cathey, 5 N. C., at p. 164; 
Stanmere v. Powell, supra, for the Court could hardly have re- 
ferred to the burden or duty of “showing” as being upon the (38) 
grantee, when the fact, if shown, would invalidate his own title. 

It is not necessary in this connection to discuss the difference between 
a case where the grant can be assailed collaterally in ejectment, because 
the land was not vacant at the time it issued, and the Court merely de- 
celares that it transfers no title, University v. Sawyer, 1 N. C., 159, and 
one where it can be attacked only by a direct proceeding, formerly score 
facias or suit in equity, if any defects or irregularities in the preliminary 
proceedings or other sufficient and like ground is alleged. Stanmire v. 
Taylor, 48 N. C., 210. It is enough to declare that the plaintifis 
having alleged title in themselves and that defendant’s grant is a cloud 
upon it because, on account of some extrinsic fact, it is void, they must 
show it, and the ruling of his Honor in this respect was right. 

The last objection of the plaintiffs is equally untenable. They re- 
quested the Court to charge the jury that if they believed the evidence 
they should answer the issues “yes” or in favor of the plaintiffs. The 
evidence as to the character of the land was not all one way. When 
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such an instruction is requested, the adverse party is entitled to have the 
evidence considered most strongly in his favor and all facts which it 
reasonably tends to prove for him must be considered as established, and 
any part of the evidence which tends to disprove the plaintiffs’ conten- 
tion must be taken as true, as in case of a demurrer to evidence or motion 
to nonsuit. The testimony of Makely, Manning, Bishop and Spencer, 
especially that of the last named witness, tended to show that the land 
was not of that kind generally called and known as swamp land. The 
- Instruction therefore was not a proper one. It is unnecessary to decide 
whether Laws 1891, ch. 302, applies to the defendant’s grant which 
was issued prior to its passage, as plaintiffs’ counsel conceded that the 
Court had charged the jury in accordance with the provisions of that . 
act. The provisions of section 2527 of The Code did not apply 
(39) to the case unless the plaintiffs showed that the land: was a 
swamp, for the section refers only to that kind of land. His 
Honor charged correctly in regard to the presumption created by that 
section of The Code, and we can discover no error in the remaining 
portions of the charge to which the plaintiffs’ other exceptions were 
taken. They are covered by what has already been said and require © 
no separate discussion, except the one relating to the manner of answer- 
ing the issues. This depended, as his Honor told the jury, upon how 
they should answer the first issue. If they found that the land was 
swamp land, when the grant was taken out, and consequently answered 
the first issue “yes,” it followed logically that they should answer the 
other issues in favor of the plaintiffs, but if they found the other way 
and answered the first issue “no,” they should for the same reason 
answer the other issues, as they did, in favor of the defendant, and the 
Court so instructed them. The charge was very full and clear and the 
law applicable to the different aspects of the case was in every particular 
correctly stated. | 
No error. 


Hoxg, J., did not sit on the hearing of this appeal. 


Cited: Moore v. McClain, 141 N. C., 478; Shepard v. Tel. Co., 148 
N. C., 245; Bowser v. Westcott, 145 N. C., 61, 5, 7; Winslow v. Hard- 
wood Co., 147 N. C., 277; Cox v. R. R., 149 N. C., 119; 8. v. Quack, 150 
N. C., 822; Brock v. Ins. Co., 156 N. C., 116; Board of Education v. 
— Lumber Co., 158 N. C., 317; Westfelt v. Adams, 159 N. C., 421; Weston 
v. Lumber Co., 162 N. C., 167; 8. v. Wilkerson, 164 N. C., 487; Embler 
v. Lumber Co., 167 N. C., 461; Smith v. Holmes, ib., 564; Bennett v. 
iB. £., 170 N. C., 894; Singleton v. Roebuck, 178 N. C., 204; Page v. 

Mfg. Co., 180 N. C., 332. 
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WILKINS v. NORMAN. 
(Filed 12 September, 1905.) 


Deeds—Repugnant Clauses—Rules of Construction. 


1. Where the entire estate in fee simple, in unmistakable terms, is given the 
grantee both in the premises and the habendum, and the warranty is in 
harmony with the preceding parts of the deed, but following the warranty 
there is introduced two entirely new clauses, both repugnant to the 
estate conveyed: Held, that the repugnant clauses are void. 


2. Where there are repugnant clauses in a deed, the first will control and the 
last be rejected. ° 


8. While the general rule is that the Court will by an examination of the 
entire deed, seek and if found, effectuate the intention of the grantor, 
we must keep in mind the other rule that when rules of construction 
have been settled, it is the duty of the Court to enforce them, otherwise 
titles are rendered uncertain and insecure. 


Actton by L. Wilkins and others against Anna Norman, heard (40) 
by Ward, J., upon the pleadings and agreed facts, at July Special 
Term of WasuHtneTon. 3 

Benj. Phelps on 2 October, 1872, executed a deed conveying the land 
in controversy to Berrick Norman. Following the recital of the con- 
sideration, etc., the deed contains the usual operative words of convey- 
ance, “unto the said Berrick Norman, to him and his heirs and assigns 
' forever, etc., etc. To have and to hold the said land and premises above 
described . . . to him the said Berrick Norman, to him, his heirs 
and assigns free, and discharged of any and all incumbrances in fee 
simple forever.” Following the usual covenant of warranty are the 
words “and after the death of Berrick Norman and Moseller Norman, 
his wife, the lands and premises to descend to their heirs, Lad Wilkins, 
Ellick Wilkins and Susan Norman, and to be equally divided between the 
three heirs above mentioned.” Berrick Norman and his wife 
named in the deed, are dead. The plaintiffs are the same persons (41) 
named in the last clause of the deed. The defendant is in pos- 
session. His Honor, upon the foregoing facts, was of opinion that 
plaintiffs were not entitled to recover and rendered judgment accord- 
ingly. Plaintiffs appealed. 


A. O. Gaylord for plaintiffs. 
H. S. Ward for defendant. 


Connor, J., after stating the case: We concur with his Honor. The 
entire estate, in unmistakable terms, is given the grantee both in the 


61 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. [139 


WILKINS v. NORMAN. 


premises and the habendum. 'The warranty is in harmony with the 
preceding parts of the deed; following the warranty there is introduced 
two entirely new clauses, both repugnant to the estate and interest con- 
veyed. It is sought to make the wife of the grantee a tenant in common 
and limit the estate to the life of the grantee and his said wife and the 
survivor, giving, by way of remainder, the fee which had already been 
conveyed to the grantee, to the plaintiffs. The principle upon which 
such repugnant clauses in deeds has been disposed of by this Court, 
following the most approved text writers, is thus stated by Daniel, J., 
in Hafner v. Irwin, 20 N. C., 570; “In the case before us the whole 
interest in the property is ‘granted and conveyed to the plaintiff in the 
premises of the deed. The same interest being afterwards limited in the 
habendum to Curry makes that part of the deed repugnant to the 
premises and therefore void.” | 
That case was cited with approval by Faircloth, C. J., mn Blackwell 
v. Blackwell, 124 N. C., 269, saying: “In the premises, ihe fee is con- 
veyed to the plaintiff, ae sferwards a life estate to the defendant in 
the same lands. If the first intent, expressed in apt language and 
(42) repeated in the warranty clause is to be observed, then there is 
nothing left to satisfy the intent in the last clause.” It is an 
elementary maxim that when there are repugnant clauses in a deed, the 
_ first will control and the last be rejected. In the case of Blair v. Os- 
borne, 84 N. C., 417, it will be noted that the introduction of the 
children in the habendum did not affect the estate or interest conveyed 
in the premises. Ashe, J., says that it is clear that the mother, grantee, 
took only a life estate by the language in the premises. It was sought 
to so construe the habendum that the children, introduced for the first 
time, should be adjudged tenants in common with her. This the Court 
declined to do, but permitted the children to take in remainder after 
the expiration of the mother’s life estate. In our case the plaintiffs 
can take only by rejecting the words of inheritance in the premises and 
habendum, thus cutting down the estate of the grantee from a fee simple 
to a life estate. The authorities are uniform that this cannot be done. 
The learned counsel for the plaintiff cites Rowland v. Rowland, 93 
N. C., 214. In his well considered opinion, Mr. Justice Ashe puts our 
case, saying: “Blackstone, in his Commentaries, vol. 2, p. 298, has said 
that the office of the habendum is to lessen, enlarge, explain or qualify 
the premises, but not to contradict or be repugnant to the estate granted 
in the premises. And to illustrate what is meant by the repugnancy 
which will render the habendum nugatory, he puts the case where, in the 
premises the estate is given to one and his heirs, habendum to him for 
life, for an estate of inheritance is vested in him before the habendum 
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comes, and shall not afterwards be taken away and divested by it.” The 
deed in that case upon which the decision is based is essentially different 
from ours. We have considered the case upon the assumption that the 
clause under which plaintiffs claim contains apt words to convey an 
estate in remainder. This, however, is by no means clear. While we 
are advertent to the general rule that the Court will by an examination 
of the entire deed, seek, and, if found, effectuate the intention of 
the grantor, we must keep in view the other rule that when rules (43) 
of construction have been settled, it is the duty of the Court to 
enforce them, otherwise titles are rendered uncertain and insecure. 
Merrimon, J., in Leathers v. Gray, 101 N. C., 162, gives expression to 
the principle and the reason upon which it is based. ‘When a testator 
employs words and phrases to express his intention in the disposition 
of his property, by will, that have a well known legal or technical 
meaning, he must be deemed to have used them in such sense in defin- 
ing and limiting the estate disposed of, unless he shall, in some appro- 
priate way, to some extent, to be seen in the will, have qualified or used 
them in a different sense. And so, also, if the use of such words bring 
his attention so expressed, within a settled rule of law, the latter must 
prevail, although the effect may be to disappoint the real intention of the 
testator. Otherwise technical words would have no certain meaning or 
effect, and the rule of law would be subverted in order to effectuate the 
real intention of the testator, unexpressed or imperfectly expressed. It 
is said, however, that the real intention recognized and enforced by the 
law, is that ee in the will, and this is to be ascertained by a legal 
interpretation of the language baployod to express it.” 

The judgment must be 

Affirmed. 


_ Cited: Bryan v. Eason, 147 N. C., 289; Fortune v. Hunt, 152 N. C., 
717; In re Dixon, 156 N. C., 28; Medgett v. Meekins, 160 N. C., 45; 
oan v. Whichard, 163 N. G. 246 ; McCallum v. McCallum, 167 N. C., 
311; Lee v. Oates, 171 N. C., 797, 
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HINTON v. MOORE. 
(Filed 12 September, 1905.) 


Ejectment—Descriptions im Deeds—Parol Evidence—Connor Act— 
Unregistered Lost Deeds—Purchasers for Value. 


1. In an action of ejectment, the plaintiff who has an equitable interest in the 
property can recover against a wrongdoer. 


29. A deed from a trustee which not only refers to the deed of trust as con- 
taining the land the trustee sold, but goes on with a fuller description, 
as follows: “A tract of land up the Mill Pond Road of 60 acres more or 
less, being all said W. owned adjoining R. and others’ lands,” is sufficient 
to permit parol evidence in aid of the description. 


8 The Connor Act (Laws 1887, chapter 47), applies both to lost and unlost 
deeds executed after 1 December, 1885, and there was no error in reject- 
ing parol evidence to show that plaintiff’s grantor deeded the land in con- 
troversy to W. in 1891 and that said deed had been lost before registra- 
tion, where plaintiff was a purchaser for value of said title under regis- 
tered conveyances. 7 


(44)  <Acrion of ejectment by John L. Hinton against Acom Moore, 
heard by Long, J., and a jury, at the March Term, 1905, of 
Pasquotank. a 
The ordinary issues in ejectment were submitted. Evidence was in- 
troduced by the plaintiff tending to establish his claim. The defendant 
offered no testimony. : 7 
The Court charged the jury that the affirmative of all the issues was 
on the plaintiff and he must satisfy the jury by the greater weight of the 
testimony as to his allegations on each and all of the issues, and that if 
the jury believed the evidence they should answer the first and second 
issues “yes.” The defendant in apt time excepted, and noted other ex- 
ceptions on the trial to which reference will be made. There was a ver- 
dict for the plaintiff and from the judgment thereon the defend- 
(45) ant appealed. 


Pruden & Pruden and Shepherd & Shepherd for plaimtcff. 
Aydlett & Ehringhaus for defendant. : 


Hoxs, J., after stating the case: There was evidence to the effect that 
the title to the land in dispute was in one J. L. Williams. The plaintiff 
claimed to derive his title from said Williams in two ways: First (a) 
deed of trust from J. L. Williams to C. Guirkin, dated 23 February, 
1887: (b) deed from M. L. Guirkin, administratrix of C. Guirkin, dated 
2 October, 1889, recorded 11 March, 1904. Second, (a) deed of trust 
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from J. L. Williams to C. L. Hinton, dated 80 October, 1897; (b) deed 
from C. L. Hinton to the plaintiff, dated 22 October, 1899, recorded 15 
January, 1901.. This action was commenced 2 September, 1903. 

It is not necessary to pass upon the objections made by defendant to 
the first line of deeds offered and relied upon by plaintiff, because, in 
the opinion of the Court, the plaintiff has made out his case under and 
by virtue of the deed from the trustee, C. L. Hinton, bearing date 22 
October, 1899, and duly registered 15 J anuary, 1901. 

Tf, as defendant contends, there has been no proper foreclosure of the 
Guirkin deed of trust, then the deed from C. L. Hinton, trustee, if valid, 
would convey to plaintiff an equitable interest in the property which 
would give him the right to recover against a wrongdoer. Murray v. 
Blackledge, 71 N. C., 492; Arrington v. Arrington, 114 N. C., 116; 
Watkins v. Mfg. Co., 181 N. C., 586. 

Defendant contends that the deed from C. L. Hinton, trustee, is de- 
fective because the description is too vague and indefinite to permit the 
introduction of parol testimony to identify the property, and objected 
to the introduction of the deed on that account, and the evidence 
offered and admitted in aid of the deed. 3 (46) 

, The Court is of opinion that the objection is not well taken. 

‘The deed from the original owner, J. L. Williams, to C. L. Hinton, 
trustee, describes the land as 66 acres of land, more or less, lying on 
Mill Pond Road, and being the same set over to him (J. L. Wilhams) 
in the division of his father’s land. 

The partition proceedings of his father’s land shows lot No. 3 awarded 

to J. L. Williams and contains a plat of this lot of land, giving proper 
metes and bounds. The description in this deed is complete. 
- The deed from C. L. Hinton, trustee, not only refers to the deed of 
trust as containing the land the trustee sold, but goes on with a fuller 
description as follows: “A tract of land up the Mill Pond Road of 60 
acres, more or less, being all said J. L. Wilhams owned adjoining Ivey 
Roach and others’ lands.” The language of the deed was such as to 
permit parol evidence in aid of the description and the evidence offered 
was sufficient, 1f believed, to identify the property. Perry v. Scott, 109. 
N. C., 374; Wilkins v. Tones, 119 N. C., 96; pier man v. Stimpson, 121 
N. C., 129. 

Defendant further offered parol evidence to — that J. L. Williams, 
under whom plaintiff claimed, conveyed the land in controversy to one 
T. J. Williams by deed bearing date 1891; that said deed had been lost 
before registration, and had never been registered. 

- On objection, this evidence was exclided and defendant excepted. 
There ig neither allegation, claim nor evidence tending to connect de- 
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fendant with this alleged lost deed, and the evidence, if competent, must 
be so declared on the ground that the same tends to show that J. L. 
Williams, under whom plaintiff claims, had no title at the time he 
attempted to convey same to C. L. Hinton, trustee. . 

Under our present registration law, chapter 47, Laws 1885, registra- 

| tion is not necessary to the validity, of a deed for valuable con- 

(47) sideration, effective under the Statute of Uses, as between the 

parties. (In cases where livery of seizin was formerly required 
registration still supplies the place of that ceremony. Laws 1885, chap- 
ter 47, section 3). 

The registration law, chapter 147, Laws 1885, commonly known as 
the Connor Act, expressly repeals section 1275 of The Code, and pro- 
vides that no conveyance of land, ete., shall be valid to pass property as 
against creditors or purchasers for valuable consideration, ete., but from 
the registration. The act simply applies to deeds after a certain date, 
the law which then existed as to mortgages and deeds of trust being sec- 
tion 1254 of The Code. 

If plaintiff was claiming the land otherwise than as a creditor or 
purchaser for valuable consideration, the position taken by defendant 
could be sustained and the ruling of his Honor in rejecting the proposed 
evidence would be erroneous. 

The alleged lost deed, however, has never been registered. The plain- 
tiff is a purchaser of the title of James L. Williams, under registered 
conveyances and for valuable consideration, and by the very terms of 
the registration act the lost deed could not avail to defeat ‘plaintifi’s 
title even if established. The proposed evidence was therefore imma- 
terial and there was no error in rejecting it. 

The Court is referred to Jennings v. Reeves, 101 N. C., 477, as author- 
ity against the position here declared. In Jennings v. Reeves both the 
language of the head note and of the opinion would seem to permit the 
interpretation claimed for them by defendant, but the facts of the case 
show that the unregistered lost deed which was there upheld bore date 
in 1860, and by one of the provisos of the Connor Act, that act, under 
certain circumstances, was not to apply to deeds bearing date prior to 1 
~ December, 1885. | 

The decision in Jennings v. Reeves was no doubt made on the facts of 

that case as applied to deeds executed prior to the date stated, 

(48) and will not sustain defendant in the case we are now consider- 

ing. In the present case all of the deeds relevant to this con- 
troversy are dated since 1 December, 1885. They are governed by the 
express and direct regulations’in the body of the Connor Act, and the 
terms of the provisos in no way affect them. | ! 
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If, however, the interpretation put upon the authority cited by de- 
fendant be the true one, the Court would not hesitate to declare that 
the case in this respect is not well decided. 

It would go far to destroy the beneficent effects contemplated and 
resulting from the Connor Act to establish as a general principle the 
exception that said act did not apply to lost deeds. No doubt, if a 
claimant should lose his deed before registration, he might protect 
his title by action properly commenced and filing notice of lts pendens. 
But under all ordinary circumstances, and in the absence of some such 
procedure as suggested, the registration laws will apply both to lost 
and unlost deeds executed after the date stated, 1 December, 1885. 

The alleged lost deed, therefore, would not avail the defendant if it 
were established, because same had never been registered, and there was 
no error in rejecting the evidence offered on that question. 

There is no error, and the judgment must be 


Affirmed. 


Cited: Grimes v. Bryan, 149 N. C., 250; Hughes v. Fields, 168 N.C, 
522; Gold Mining Co. v. Lumber Co., 170 N. C., 277; Lynch v. John- 
son, 171 N. C., 633. 





JOYNER vy. EARLY. 
(Filed 12 September, 1905.) 
Claim and Delivery—Amendments—Decett and False Warranty. 


1. In an action for the possession of a mule, it was in the discretion of the 
Court to allow the plaintiff to amend his complaint, which alleged simply 
ownership and wrongful detention, by setting out allegations of fraud 
and deceit on the part of the defendant in obtaining possession of the mule 
in a trade, such amendment being in no sense the introduction of a new 
cause of action. 


2. Where the defendant obtained possession of a mule in a trade with the’ 
plaintiff by false, fraudulent and deceitful representations, the plaintiff 
may sue for damages for the false warranty, or repudiate the trade and 
sue to recover the specific property. 


3. The declarations of a third person to the defendant were properly excluded, 
where the record shows that the plaintiff was not present. 


Action to. recover possession of a mule, heard before Jones, J., (49) 
and a jury, at Spring Term, 1905, of Herrrorp. From a judg- 
ment for plaintiff the defendant appealed. 
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Winborne & Lawrence for plaintiff. 
Francis D. Winston and John HE. Vann for defendant. 


Brown, J. The plaintiff sued out claim and delivery proceedings 
for the mule and filed the ordinary complaint, alleging simply owner- 
ship upon the part of the plaintiff and wrongful detention. by the defend- 
ant. On the trial the plaintiff offered evidence tending to prove that 
the defendant obtained possession of the mule in a trade with the 
plaintiff by false, fraudulent and deceitful representations. At the 
conclusion of the plaintiff’s evidence the defendant moved to nonsuit. 

The court denied the motion and permitted the plaintiff to amend 

(50) his complaint by setting out the allegations of fraud, misrepre- _ 

sentation and deceit upon the payment of costs, “and the trial 
proceeded without objection by the defendant.” 

In his brief the defendant reviews the ruling of the court. Waiving 
the fact that the defendant did not except to the allowance of the amend- 
ment, we sustain the ruling of the judge below. It was in no sense the 
introduction of a new cause of action, nor is it prohibited in Ely v. Early, 
94 N. C., 1. The mule was the property in controversy. The amended 
complaint simply set out in full the allegations of fraud and deceit. 

Under the facts testified to by the plaintiff: he had the right to sue 
for damages for the alleged false warranty or repudiate the trade and 
sue to recover the specific property. This is well settled. DesFarges v. 
Pugh, 98 N. ©., 81; Wilson v. White, 80 N. C., 280; Wallace v. Cohen, 
111 N. C., 103; Bishop on Contracts, sec. 667; Benjamin on Sales, sec. 
656 and note; Donaldson v. Farwell, 93 U. 8., 681; Blake v. Blackley, 
109 N. C., 262. | , 

The allowance of this amendment was a matter in the sound discre- 
tion of the court, and not reviewable. 

In his brief the defendant’s third exception states that “the court re- 
fused to allow the defendant to testify to a conversation had with him | 
and the plaintiff by one Sessoms.” The record shows that the plaintiff 
was not present. The declarations of Sessoms to the defendant were 
‘ properly excluded. We have examined the other exceptions and fail to 
find that the court below erred in any particular. 

Affirmed. | 


— Crted: Alley v. Howell, 141 N. C., 115; Lefler v. Lane, 170 N. C., 183; 
R. R. v. Dil, 171 N. C., 177; Dockery v. Fairbanks, 172 N. C., 5380. 
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MOORE y. FOWLE. | 
(Filed 12 September, 1905.) 


Injunctions against Cutting Tomber—Act 1901, Chapter 666—Descrip- 
tions in Deeds—Practice at Ingunctive Hearwgs. 


1. The act of 1901, chapter 666, is not a limitation upon the power of the 
courts to continue injunctions until the controversy can be decided by 
court and jury, but was intended to preserve the timber upon lands in 
litigation pending the suit and throws greater safeguards around the 
rights of litigants, and when the plaintiff satisfies the judge that his 
claim is bona fide and that he can show an apparent title to the timber, 
the judge should not dissolve the injunction, but continue it until the 
title can be finally determined. 


2. A deed purporting to convey land “lying and being on the south side of 
Pamlico River and the south side of Blount’s Creek, containing 75 acres, 
be the same more or less, it being the same land Jas. Peele conveyed to 
Hiram Edgerton by deed, which deed will more fully show courses and 
distances, reference being had to the said deed, and deeded by the said 
Hiram Edgerton to William E. Shaw,” is not void for uncertainty of de- 
scription, as the deeds referred to can be offered in evidence on the trial 
and the land probably be located. 


On hearings for injunctions the title is not required to be proved with that 
strictness and certainty of proof as upon the trial. 


. Deseription by name, where lands have a known name, is sufticient, and 
a tract of land can then be located by its name. 


ge 


Hes 


AcTIoN be M. Moore and others against S. R. Fowle and (51) 
others, to recover damages for cutting timber upon land, now © 
pending in Beaurorr. Ward, J., granted a restraining ards enjoining 
the defendants from cutting ues upon the land, and on the hearing 
continued the injunction. From this order the defendants appealed. 


Nicholson & Daneel for plaintiffs. 7 (52) 
Small & McLean and A. O. Gaylord for defendants. 


Brown, J. It is contended by the defendants that the evidence 
offered by the plaintiffs did not show a bona fide claim based upon evi- 
dence sufficient to constitute a prima facie title in accordance with the 
terms of the statute (Laws 1901, ch. 666), and therefore the injunction 
should have been dissolved. We have examined all the affidavits and 
deeds set out in the record and have concluded that his Honor properly 
continued the injunction. 

The act of 1901 is not a limitation upon the power of the courts to 
continue injunctions until the controversy can be tried by court and 
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jury. Section 1 specifies certain conditions when the injunction shall 
not be dissolved and when the court shall not permit the timber to be 
cut except by consent. Section 2 specifies a contingency when the court 
may permit one of the parties to cut the timber, and prescribes the con- 
ditions necessary to be complied with. This act was evidently intended 
to preserve the timber upon lands in litigation, pending the suit. Sec- 
tion 2 was intended to regulate the practice of giving bonds, which had | 
obtained since Lumber Co. v. Wallace, 93 N. C., 22, and similar cases. 
The rapidly increasing value of timber trees doubtless prompted the 
Legislature of 1885 to enact chapter 401, but the efficacy of this act was 
diminished by the general practice of permitting the defendant to give 
bond and to cut the timber pendente lite, or otherwise to appoint a re- 
ceiver and permit the rental value or stumpage to be paid to him. The 
Legislature of 1901 has thrown greater safeguards around the rights of 
such litigants, and now, when the plaintiff satisfies the judge that his 
claim is bona fide and that he can show an apparent title to the timber, 
the judge should not dissolve the injunction, but continue it until the 
title can be finally determined. | 
The plaintiffs offer in evidence a deed from Gustavus Dupey 
(53) to Samuel Moore, purporting to convey “a certain piece or 
parcel of Jand lying and being on the south side of Pamlico River 
and the south side of Blount’s Creek, containing 75 acres, be the same 
more or less; it being the same land that James Peele conveyed to Hiram 
Edgerton by deed, which deed will more fully show courses and distances, 
reference being had to the said deed, and deeded by Hiram Edgerton to 
William E. Shaw.” It is contended that this deed is void for uncer- 
tainty of description. The plaintiffs, in addition to the general princi- 
ples of law, rely on the act of 1891, ch. 465, in support of this deed. It 
is unnecessary to consider the value of such act as an aid to the plaintiff’s 
case. It is not probable that the General Assembly intended to repeal 
the section of the statute of frauds requiring conveyances of land to be 
in writing. A deed which fails to deseribe any land is as void now as it 
was before the passage of the act of 1891. | 
It is plain that the deed is not void, for it calls for the same land con- 
veyed by James Peele to Hiram Edgerton, and by Edgerton to Wm. E. 
Shaw. These latter deeds can be offered in evidence on the trial and the 
land probably be located. Jd certum est, ete. The fact that they were 
not offered at the hearing before the judge does not compel a dissolution 
of the injunction. On such hearings the title is not required to be proved 
with that strictness and certainty of proof as upon the trial. The plain- 
tiffs offer affidavits tending to prove that the land is well known by 
name, to wit, as the Peele or Sam Moore land, and that the boundaries 
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are known to witnesses and can be easily located. Description by name, 

where lands have a known name, is sufficient, and a tract of land may 

then be located by itsname. Scull v. Pruden, 92 N. C., 168, citing many 

cases, | a 

As we understand the case the defendants do not claim this James 

Peele or Sam Moore land, and they express a desire to keep off 

of it. It is therefore proper for the plaintiffs to point out to the (54) 

defendant immediately the boundaries of the James Peele land 

as claimed by them, so the defendants’ agents may not unwittingly tres- 

pass, pending the trial of the title. The order of the judge below is 
Affirmed. ‘° 


Cited: Davis v. Fiber Co., 150 N. C., 88; Lodge v. james, 156 N. C., 
160; Riley v. Carter, 165 N. C., 337; Lumber Co. v. Pearce, 166 N. C., 
59; Sep v. Wright, 173 N. C., 16; Goodman v. Robbins, 180 N. C., 240. 





PRITCHARD v. MITCHELL. 
(Filed 12 September, 1905. ) 


Nonsuit—Misjoinder of Parties—Assignments for Benefit of Credi- 
tors—Suretves. 


1. Where the complaint did not set out any cause of action in favor of one of 

the plaintiffs, the court properly allowed such plaintiff to submit to a 

- nonsuit, it being simply a case of misjoinder of parties plaintiff, which — 

may be corrected by taxing him with such costs as are incurred by the 
misjoinder. 


2. Laws of 1893, chapter 4538, section 1, which enacts: “That upon the execu- 
tion of any voluntary deed of trust, or deed of assignment for the benefit 
of creditors, all debts of the maker thereof shall become due and payable 
at once,’”’ applies to the sureties upon a note of the assignor. 


Action by William Pritchard and others against G. H. Mitchell and 
others, heard by Jones, J., wpon demurrer, at Spring Term, 1905, of 
BERTIE. | 

This action was instituted 5 July, 1904, by Wm. Pritchard and C. W. 
Mitchell for the recovery by said Pritchard of the amount of a note exe- 
cuted by the defendants, Carter, Matthews & Co., J. H. Matthews, de- 
ceased, and Geo. H. Mitchell to C. W. Mitchell. The complaint set out 
the note by which it appears that J. H. Matthews and Geo, H. Mitchell 
were sureties; that the note was due and payable 1 January, 1906, and 
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(55) was for value assigned to the plaintiff, Wilham Pritchard. 
The defendants, Carter, Matthews & Co., the principal debtors, 
become insolvent, and prior to the institution of the suit made a 
general assignment for the benefit of their creditors. On 10 June, 1904, 
the defendant, Geo. Mitchell, one of the sureties on said note, served 
notice on the plaintiffs, Pritchard and C. W. Mitchell, to bring suit on 
said note; that before bringing suit, the plaintiff, Pritchard, offered to 
agsign said note to the surety, which offer was declined. The plaintiff, 
Pritchard, demanded judgment for the amount of the note. The defend- 
ants, Geo. H. Mitchell and Mrs. Maggie Matthews, administratrix of 
J. H. Matthews, demurred, assigning as grounds therefor, first, mis-_ 
joinder of parties plaintiff and causes of action; second, that as to the 
sureties the note was not due and payable. The other defendants de- 
murred for the misjoinder. Before the hearing of the cause was begun, 
C. W. Mitchell was, upon his own motion, permitted to submit to a judg- 
ment of nonsuit, and the defendants excepted. | 
The cause was thereupon heard upon complaint and demurrer. The 
court below overruled the demurrer and proposed to render judgment — 
giving the defendants time to file answers, which they declined, stating 
that they would stand by their demurrer. Judgment was thereupon ren- 
dered, and the defendants excepted and appealed. 


Francis D. Winston for plaintiffs. 
Winborne & Lawrence for defendants. 


Connor, J., after stating the facts: His Honor properly allowed the 
plaintiff, C. W. Mitchell, to submit to a nonsuit. The complaint did not 
set out any cause of action in which he was interested or entitling him 
to any relief; nor did he ask for any judgment. It seemed to be assumed 
that he endorsed the note. It does so appear from the complaint, the 

allegation being that he assigned it. This, however, is not ma- 

(56) terial, as in no aspect was he entitled to any relief. It is simply 
a case of misjoinder of parties plaintiff, and upon demurrer or 

- motion may be corrected by taxing the plaintiff with such costs as are 
incurred by the misjoinder. Clark’s Code, section 239, sub-section 4 and 
cases cited. The complaint stated no cause of action in favor of C. W. 
Mitchell; therefore it was only necessary to move the Court for judgment 
against him for costs. This result was anticipated by him and he was 
permitted to take a nonsuit. There was no cause of action to be nol 
prossed. His retirement from the record did not necessitate any change 
in the complaint. The case is in this respect distinguished from Mitchell 
v. Mitchell, 96 N. C., 14, and Cromartie v. Parker, 121 N. C., 199. Itis 
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like Green v. Green, 69 N. C., 294, in which Pearson, C. J., says: “As to 
the unnecessary parties plaintiff it is their own concern to be made liable 
for costs.” | | | 

The serious question presented by the demurrer is whether the Law of 
(1893, chapter 453, section 1, which enacts: “That upon the execution 
of any voluntary deed of trust or deed of assignment for the benefit of 
creditors, all debts of the maker thereof shall become due and payable at 
once,” applies to the sureties upon a note of the assignor. It is an ele- 
mentary principle that every contract is made with reference to the exist- 
ing law; hence the principal debtor at the time he executed the note 
promising to pay the sum named on 1 January, 1906, made it a part of 
his contract that if he made an assignment for the benefit of his creditors, 
the debt would become due and payable at once. It is equally well settled 
that the contract of suretyship is measured by, and is co-extensive with 
the hability of the principal. The law as held by this Court is stated by 
Ruffin, C. J., in Shaw v. McFarlane, 23 N. C., 216: “If two persons 
are bound by a bond or a judgment for the payment of a sum of money, 
the one is hable to the creditor in the same manner and to the same ex- 
tent as the other, although as between themselves, they stand as 
principal and surety. In respect to the creditor, they are joint (57) 
debtors, fixed with the same obligation.” In this respect the con- 
tract of the surety is distinguished from that of a guarantor. 27 A. & E., 

(2 Ed.), 482; 1 Brandt on Suretyship, 2. It would seem therefore that, 
when by the terms of the contract interpreted in the light of the statute, 
the principal is bound in the event of his making an assignment, to pay 
at once or accelerate the maturity of the debt, the surety is bound in like 
manner. This does not involve any change in the contract, but incorpor- 
ates the provision of the statute into it. 

We have examined the cases cited by the defendant’s counsel, and we 
do not think they conflict with the conclusion which we have reached. 
The judgment must be 

Affirmed. | 


Cited: Campbell v. Power Co., 166 N. C., 490. 
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MERRELL vy. DUDLEY. 
(Filed 19 September, 1905.) 


Malicious Prosecutions—Res Geste—Instructions—M alice. 


1. In an action for malicious prosecution, the declarations of defendant at the 
time he sued out the warrant of arrest and accompanying that act, are 
competent as part of the res geste, and also as corroborative testimony. 


2. The expression of the trial judge in charging the jury, “If you believe from 
the evidence . . . ” is inexact and should be eschewed, yet the use 
of such language is not reversible error unless it clearly appears that 
the appellant was probably prejudiced thereby. . 


3. In an action for malicious prosecution, a charge that malice may be in- 
ferred by the jury from a want of probable cause and “other circum- 
stances” does not mean that both a want of probable cause as well as 
corroborating circumstances are required to prove malice. 


(58)  Acrion for malicious prosecution by C. A. Merrell, by his next 

friend, against Thomas Dudley, heard by Webb, J., and a jury, 

at Spring Term, 1905, of Carteret. From a judgment for the detend- 
ant, the plaintiff appealed. 


Charles L. Abernathy for plaintsff. 
D.L. Ward and L. I. Moore for defendant. 


Brown, J. The evidence tends to prove that the defendant lost a 
shovel and after looking for it for several days he was informed the 
shovel was in the possession of the plaintiff. He went to the plaintiff 
and asked him to bring the shovel back. The plaintiff used insulting 
language to the defendant and did not return the shovel. The defendant 
then went to Magistrate Springle and asked him what to do. After some 
preliminaries, the magistrate advised the defendant to take out a war- 
want. At the time the defendant applied to the magistrate to know what 
to do, he stated that he had found the shovel in the possession of Merrell 
and asked him to bring it back. Merrell did not bring back the shovel. 
until the day of the trial, when he produced the shovel which was turned 
over to the defendant, and the case was dismissed. The magistrate wrote 
the warrant after advising the defendant to take that course. 

The justice of the peace, Springle, was permitted to testify over plain- 
tiff’s objection, upon cross-examination by defendant, that defendant had 
told him at the time he issued the warrant that he had found the shovel 
in the possession of Merrell and asked him to bring it back, and Merrell 
said, ‘‘to hell with the shovel.” 


74 


N.C] ‘FALL TERM, 1905. 


MERRELL ©, DUDLEY. 


1. It is generally true that the declarations of a party to an action are 
not competent in his own behalf. When they are corroborative it is per- 
missible to admit them, but the Judge should explain to the jury the 
character of such evidence and the weight to be given to it. This 
_ was not done in this case, but no exception has been taken by the (59) 
plaintiff to the omission. It appears from the record that the ex- 
amination of defendant Dudley preceded this part of the cross-examina- 
tion of Springle, and the testimony was properly admitted both as cor- 
roborative and as a part of the res geste. This declaration is original evi- 
dence as part of the res gestw. Declarations or acts accompanying any 
act or transaction in controversy and tending to explain or illustrate it 
are received in evidence as a part of the res geste. Doorman v. Jenkins, 
29 EK. C. L., 80; ins. Co. v. Moseley, 8 Wall., U. S., 897. The act or trans- 
action in controversy in this case is the wrongful, malicious suing out the 
warrant of arrest without probable cause. The declarations of defendant 
at the time he sued out the warrant and accompanying that act are, 
therefore, a part of the “thing done.” The circumstances, facts and dec- 
larations which grow out of the main fact are contemporaneous with it, 
and serve to illustrate its character. This exception and the other excep- 
tions to the evidence are untenable. 

2. The plaintiff also excepts to certain expressions ued by the Judge 
below in charging the jury: “If you believe from the evidence - 
is an expression urged upon our attention by the plaintiff as erroneous 
and prejudicial. It is true that the language is inexact, and this form 
of expression should be eschewed by the judges in charging juries. ‘This 
Court has heretofore called attention to it in a number of cases, 8. v. 
| Barrett, 123 N. C., 753; 8. v. Green, 184 N. C., 661; Wilkee v. RB. R., 
127 N. C., 208; Sossamon v. Cruse, 133 N. C., 470. In the latter case, 
Mr. Justice Walker has pointed out with clearness the objection to this 
form of expression. 

We do not regard the use of such language as reversible error unless it 
clearly appears that the appellant was probably prejudiced thereby, 
which does not appear to us in this case. We trust the judges of 
the Superior Court will in future be advertent to eee views as ( 60) 
repeatedly expressed by this Court. 

3. Malice may be inferred by the jury when a want of probable cause 
for the prosecution is shown to their satisfaction. Kelly v. Traction Co., 
132 N. C., 369. His Honor so charged the jury, and said further that 
malice may be inferred from “other circumstances.” A jury is not com- 
pelled to infer malice from a want of probable cause. They may do it 
and so they may look for other circumstances. In using the words “other 
circumstances,” in the same sentence and connection in the charge, we 
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do not think his Honor should be interpreted as meaning that both a 
total want of probable cause as well as corroborating circumstances are 
required to prove malice. 

The several exceptions set out in the record have been carefully exam- 
ined, and we find nothing in them which renders a new trial necessary. 
The Sudement | is therefore | 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Stanford v. Grocery Co., 148 N. C., 425; 8S. v. Summers, ib., 
618; S. v. Godwin, 145 N. C., 463; Leak v. Bank, 149 N. C., 17; 8. v. 
Blackwell, 162 N. C., 682; Holt v. Wellons, 163 N. C., 180; Humphries 
v. Edwards, 164 N. C., 156; Alexander v. Statesville, 165 N. C., 584; 
Cooper v. R. R., 170 N. C., 493; Collins v. Casualty Co., 172 N. C., 546; 
Queen v. Ins. Co., 177 N. C., 86; Reece v. Woods, 180 N. C., 638. 





STOCKS v. CANNON. 
(Filed 19 September, 1905. ) 
Evidence of Transaction with Deceased—Doctrine of Satisfaction. 


In an action for services rendered the testator of defendant, when the plain- 
tiff testifies as to the value of services “rendered,” though he does not 
state in so many words that he had rendered them to testator, he neces- 
sarily speaks, though perhaps indirectly, of a transaction or communica- 
tion with the deceased, and the testimony is incompetent under section 
590 of The Code, which is intended to exclude even the indirect testimony 
of an interested witness as to a transaction or communication with the 
deceased, as the latter cannot be heard in reply. 


Discussion of the equitable doctrine of satisfaction. 


(61) Action by S. A. Stocks against Jesse Cannon and J. S. Cox, 

executors of T, C. Cannon, heard by Webb, J., and a jury, at the 

April Term, 1905, of Prrr. From a judgment for the plaintiff, the de- 
fendants appenled. 

This 1s an action to recover for services alleged to have been rendered 
to the testator of the defendants. Plaintiff was introduced as the first 
witness for himself and testified as follows: Q. You are the plaintiff 
in this action? A. Yes. Q. Where did you work from 1 April, 1901, 
to 27 April, 1904, and what class of work did you do? (Defendants ob- 
jected to the witness speaking about any. work upon land belonging to de- 
ceased within the time stated. Objection overruled and defendants ex- 
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cepted.) A. I was on the public road a little and in the field, if I am 
not to speak about the time I was at work on the land of the deceased. 
Q. What was your business on the road? A. Attending to business. Q. 
Attending to business of some one else than yourself? A. Yes. Q. 
What was the value of those services rendered during that time? A. 
They could not have ‘been less than $2,000. (Defendants objected, ob- 
jection overruled and defendants excepted.) Q. What serviees did you 
render T. C. Cannon from 1 April, 1901, to 27 April, 1904% (Excluded.) 
Q. In these services for three years, mention whose team you used? A. 
My own. @. How much have you received for your services all that 
time? A. $309. | 

There was other testimony as to the services rendered by plaintiff to 
the testator and their value, but it is not necessary to state it, as the de- 
cision of this Court is confined to the competency of that already set out. 


Fleming & Moore for plaintiff. 
Skinner & Whedbee for defendants. 


Waxxer, J., after stating the case: The testimony of the plaintiff to 
which the defendants objected was incompetent. It is clear to us 
that it related to a transaction and perhaps to a communication (62) 
with the deceased. It is true the witness did not state in so many 
words that he had rendered any services to the testator, but that he had 
is plainly implied in the questions and answers. It would have been 
futile to ask the witness about services he had not rendered to the de- 
ceased, as the question being tried was whether he had rendered services 
to him and the value of any services so rendered, and not whether he had 
rendered services to some one else. The examination, as was said in the 
argument, was very adroit and skillful, but we do not think the plaintiff 
succeeded in avoiding the prohibition of the statute, Code, section 590. 
We must construe and enforce the wise and salutary provision of the law, 
so as to effectuate the evident intention of the Legislature, which is to 
exclude even the indirect testimony of an interested witness as to a trans- 
action or communication with the deceased, as the latter cannot be heard 
in reply. Besides, there is a striking correspondence between the value 
of the services described in the witness’s answers and the amount of the 
payment made by the deceased on the one hand and the allegations of the 
complaint relating to those matters on the other. In his complaint the 
plaintiff values the services rendered to the deceased at $1,900 and alleges 
that he has already received for them $309. In his answer to the follow- 
ing question: In these services for three years, mention whose team you 
used? A. My own, the witness refers unmistakably to services performed 
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for the testator; and when in the last question he is asked as to the 
amount received for his “services all that time’ and answers, $309, which 
is the very amount paid by the deceased, how can we escape the conclusion 
that in his testimony he was referring to services rendered to the de- 
ceased? The context discloses that the witness meant, when answering 
the questions to which objection was taken, to refer to services he had 
rendered to the testator. When a witness is asked and testifies as 
(63) to the value of services “rendered,” he necessarily speaks, though 
perhaps indirectly, of a transaction or communication, as he could 
not well have rendered services to the deceased without having had some 
sort of transaction or communication with him, the exact nature of which 
depending upon the kind of services rendered. Davidson v. Bardin, ante, 
1; McGowan v. Davenport, 1384 N.C., 526, Ifthe testimony did not have 
reference to services rendered to the deceased, 1t was irrelevant, and un- 
der the circumstances it was calculated in our opinion to mislead the jury 
and to prejudice the defendant. We conclude that the testimony was ob- 
jectionable within the spirit and meaning of section 590 of The Code, as 
well as within its letter, and should have been excluded on that ground, 
and if not on that ground, then it should have been rejected for the other 
reason assigned. For the error in admitting it, a new trial is ordered. 
The other exceptions are not passed upon, as the case may be differ- 
ently presented at the next trial. It may be well, though, for the de- 
fendant’s counsel to consider whether the rule he invokes, that a legacy 
to a creditor is presumed to be in satisfaction of his debt should be ap- 
plied to a case where the amount of the creditor’s claim jis not fixed. In 
this case the jury found it to be much larger in amount than the legacy. 
Bispham in his Principles of Equity (6 Ed.), p. 664, section 588, says: 
“Where one person is under some legal or moral obligation to another, 
and under those circumstances makes a gift of such a nature that it oper- 
ates as an exact fulfillment of the obligation, there arises a presumption 
that it was the intention of the donor to discharge the obligation by mak- 
ing the gift; in other words, the gift is presumed to be in satisfaction of 
the obligation, and hence this presumption, which had its origin in courts 
of chancery, has given rise to what is known in equity as the doctrine of 
satisfaction.” He further says on the same page that the doctrine 
(64) has frequently been regarded with no little distavor, and the pre- 
sumption of the testator’s intention, upon which it is founded, can 
be rebutted by slight circumstances, evidence of his express intention be- 
ing admissible and that presumptions may be drawn from surrounding 
circumstances, by which the supposed intention that the gift should oper- 
ate as a satisfaction may be contradicted or controlled. He further says, 
“Tt is a general rule both in England and in this country that a legacy 
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given by a debtor to his creditor, which is equal to or greater in amount 
than the debt, shall be presumed to be intended as a satisfaction of the 
debt, but 1t must be not only equal in amount, but equally beneficial and 
of the same nature exactly. It will be observed that this statement of 
the rule both indicates the general doctrine and also suggests some con- 
siderations by which its application may be controlled.” Bisp. Eq., p. 
664. The doctrine as thus stated seems to be recognized by this Court 
in Ward v. Coffield, 16 N. C., 108, and Perry v. Maxwell, 17 N. C., 488. 
We do not decide this interesting question raised by the fact that the 
testator bequeathed $500 to the plaintiff, as a new trial has been awarded, 
and we prefer to leave the matter open to be decided upon the facts as 
finally ascertained. They may not be the same as those we now have 
before us. 
New trial. 


Crted: Davis v. Evans, post, 441; Dunn v. Currie, 141 N. C., 126; 
Hicks v. Hicks, 142 N. C., 233; Witty v. Barham, 147 N. C., 482; Free- 
man v. Brown, 151 N. C., 1138; Brown v, Adams, 174 N. C., 498; Harris 
v. Harris, 178 N. C., 9. 





(65) 


VANDIFORD v. HUMPHREY. 
(Filed 19 September, 1905.) 


Husband and Wife—Abandonment—Free Trader—HKvidence. 


1, An instruction on the issue of abandonment under section 1882 of The Code, 
that if the husband “at the time of the execution of the deed in question 
by his wife, did voluntarily leave his wife, desert her, prior to the time of 
the execution of the deed, with the intention of forsaking her entirely 
and never to return,” the jury should answer the issue “Yes,” was correct. 


2. While a safe test of the power of the wife to contract in regard to her 
separate property as a free trader, when abandoned by her husband, is 
her right to maintain an action for divorce for like cause; yet she is not 
required to wait six months (the time required to elapse before entitling 
her to bring an action for divorce) before she is permitted to make con- 
tracts, 


8. The statute (Code, section 1832), does not require the departure of the 
husband from the State to enable the wife to use her property for her 
support. . 

4. Evidence that the husband was all the time abusing his wife because she © 
would not give him a life estate in the land; that he left and said he was 
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not coming back any more and carried his things and his tools, buggy 
and harness, bed and bedding and said that he had left her for good this 
time, is sufficient to be submitted to the jury on the issue of abandon- 
ment. — 


Action by Jackson Vandiford and wife against John C. Humphrey 
and wife, heard by Webd, J., and a jury, at March Term, 1905, of Prrr. 
From a judgment for the defendants, the plaintiffs appealed. 


F.C. Harding and Jarvis & Blow for the plaintiffs. 
L. I. Moore for the defendants. 


(66) Connor, J. This action is prosecuted by plaintiffs, Jackson, 
Vandiford and wife, for the cancellation of a deed executed by 

the feme plaintiff to defendants conveying a tract of land, being her sep- 
arate estate. The validity of the deed is attacked for that, (1) the feme 
plaintiff was a married woman at the date of its execution; (2) the exe- 
cution was obtained by fraud and undue influence; (3) the feme plain- 
tiff was of unsound mind and incapable of executing a valid conveyance. 
The defendants admitted the coverture, but alleged that at the date of the 
execution of the deed, the male plaintiff had abandoned the feme plain- 
tiff. They denied the other allegations of the complaint. Appropriate 
issues were submitted to the jury in respect to the several allegations, 
under instructions, to which there are no exceptions, the jury found for 
the defendant upon the last two issues. The plaintiffs requested his 
Honor to charge the jury that there was no evidence to sustain the de- 
fendants’ averment of abandonment, and to the refusal to do so excepted. 
His Honor instructed the jury upon the first issue as follows: “Abandon- 
ment means forsaking, deserting. An eminent law writer says abandon-. 
ment means the voluntary leaving of the person to whom one is bound by 
special relation, as wife, husband, child, deserting. The Court charges 
you that frequent protracted absence of the husband and the practice of 
the wife of transacting business, nothing else appearing, would not mean 
abandonment. If you find from the greater weight of the evidence that 
Jackson Vandiford at the time of the execution of the deed in question 
by his wife, did voluntarily leave his wife, desert her, prior to the time 
of the execution of the deed, with the intention of forsaking her entirely 
and never to return, why then you ought to answer the first issue ‘yes’ ; 
but if you find that Jackson Vandiford had not abandoned his wife, de- 
serted her, at the time of the execution of the deed in question as alleged 
by the defendants, then you will answer the first issue, ‘no.’ If you find 
that she refused to let her husband live with her, threatened that 
(67) if he stayed with her, he did so at his own risk, as certified to 
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by him, if you believe that and if you further find that this was the 
cause of his leaving his wife and that he left her with the intention to re- 
turn as soon as she would permit him, then this would not be abandon- 
ment and you would answer the first issue ‘no.’” To this instruction 
plaintiffs excepted. The jury found for the defendants, and upon the 
verdict judgment being rendered, plaintiffs appealed. 

The undisputed facts show a most fertile field for domestic discord. 
The feme plaintiff was a widow with five children by her first husband, 
and owned a small tract of land. The male plaintiff was over seventy 
years of age. Frequent quarrels were had, followed by separations last- 
ing several months, etc. We have examined with care the testimony 
bearing upon the first issue. It is true that as usual, after reconciliation 
and changed conditions, the husband and wife deny that there was any 
other trouble than a slight disturbance incident to domestic life. There 
is a vast amount of contradictory and conflicting evidence in regard to 
the declarations of both parties. The jury were invited to a very thor- 
ough investigation of the home life of the families involved in this con- 
troversy. The contention of the plaintiffs that there was no evidence 
to sustain the charge of abandonment, is very largely dependent upon 
the correctness of their view of the legal definition of the term as used 
in the statute, Code, section 1832. If, as contended by the learned coun- 
sel, the power of the wife to deal with her property as a free trader, arises 
only when her husband has left the jurisdiction of the court with no in- 
tention to return, is correct, then of course his Honor’s ruling is erro- 
neous. He concedes that this Court has held in Hall v. Walker, 118 
N. C., 377, that the statute is constitutional. He insists that, as in that 
ease, to constitute abandonment, the husband must have left his wife 
with no intention of returning to her and departed from the State. Our 
attention is called to a well considered case decided by the Su- 
preme Court of Maine, which seems to sustain this view. Ayer (68) 
v. Warren, 47 Me., 217. It is also insisted that the power of 
the wife to contract in regard to her separate property as a free trader, 
is to be tested by her right to maintain an action for divorce for like 
cause. This,-we think, a safe test, but counsel further insist that until 
the time has elapsed entitling her to bring the action she should not be 
- permitted to make contracts. This construction we think would, to a 
very great extent, destroy the beneficent purpose of the statute. The law 
requires that six months shall elapse after the injury complained of has 
been committed, to enable the parties to become reconciled, but it can- 
not be contemplated that during this time a wife who has been aban- 
doned by her husband shall either starve or become a charge upon the 
charity of her friends. If she has a separate estate she should be allowed 
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to resort to it by making contracts for the purpose of supplying the 
necessaries of ‘life. The two statutes are based upon distinct reasons. 
The wife may and should wait six months after abandonment before 
- rushing into the court for a divorce, but she may not and should not be 
required to starve or go without support for that time, waiting the re- 
turn of her recreant husband. .We cannot reach the conclusion that. the 
statute requires the departure of the husband from the State to enable 
the wife to use her property for her support. We think that his Honor 
correctly instructed the jury as to the law. While the testimony is con- 
flicting we are of the opinion that there was evidence fit to be submitted 
to the jury. It would serve no good purpose to set it out at any length, 
but we note the following: Amos Stocks testified that, “He, the husband, 
was all the time abusing her because she would not give him a life estate 
in the land: He left and said he was not coming back any more. He 
carried his things and his tools, buggy and harness, bed and bedding.” 
Jesse Stocks testified that Vandiford said, “That he had left her for 

| good this time.” ‘There was other testimony to the same effect. 

a 69) The feme plaintiff, after her husband left her, went to live with 

the defendant, Humphrey, who had married hex daughter, and it 

would seem, and the jury so found, of her own free will executed the 
deed by which she charged upon the land a support for herself and the 
payment of $400 at her death to her other children. The contract seems 
to have been fair in its terms and freely made by her. ‘The amount 
to be paid is approximately the value of the land. All suggestions to the 
contrary have been passed upon by the jury. | 

We have, after a careful consideration, es no error in the ruling 
of his Honor. The judgment must be 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Witty v. Barham, 147 N. C., 482; Council v. Pridgen, 1538 
N. C., 450, 452; Bachelor v. Norris, 166 N, C., 509 ; Lancaster v. Lancas- 
ter, 17 8 N. C., 29, 





_ TYSON v. JOYNER. 
| (Filed 19 September, 1905.) 
N egotiable I nstruments — Endorsements — Equitable neice — Evi- 
dence—Instructions. 


1. In an action on a note, it is error to hold that the mere introduction of the 
note, with the name of an endorsee written on the back, is evidence of its 
endorsement by such endorsee, so as to vest the legal title in the plaintiff 
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and cut off any defenses against the endorsee, as the signature of the 
endorsers, where endorsement is required to vest the legal title, must be. 
proved. . 


2. In an action on a note, the mere inixoduction of the iGte. raises a presump- 
tion that the holder is only the equitable owner, and it is subject to any 
equities or other defenses of the maker against prior holders. ; 


3. A note payable to order must be specially endorsed by the payee (and prior 
endorsees, if any) to the holder or at least in blank to make him its legal 
owner and the bona fide holder of a title good against prior equities of 
which he is not shown to have had notice. 

4, An instrument payable to bearer can be negotiated by delivery, and conse- 

~ quently no endorsement is required. 


5. Where a note is endorsed in blank, the holder has the authority #0 make it 
payable to himself or to any other person by filling up the blank over 
the signature, and this may be done at, or before, the trial. 

6. Where, in an action on a note, the plaintiff had proven only an equitable 
title thereto, an instruction was erroneous which cut off matters of de- 
fense existing between the defendant (maker) and an endorsee. 


_ ACTION by M. E. Tyson against J. H. Joyner, heard by Webb, (70), 
J., and a jury, at March Term, 1905, of Pirv. | 

This action was brought to recover on a bond for $200, seceied in 
1897 by defendant and payable to J. L. Little or order. Defendant al- 
leged, and there was evidence tending to show, that he at the request of 
his brother, 8. V. Joyner, signed the note for the accommodation of the 
latter, and gave a mortgage to secure it. S. V. Joyner received the 
amount.of the note less the discount. Little did not discount the note or 
pay any consideration for it, but endorsed it to B. F. Tyson, who, it 
seems, paid the money to 8. V. Joyner. Plaintiff at the trial introduced 
the note and rested. The name of B. F. Tyson was endorsed on the note, 
but there was no proof of the signature other than the production of the 
note by plaintiff. Defendants objected to this as evidence of the endorse- 
ment of the note by Tyson. The objection was overruled and he ex- 
cepted. Endorsement of the note by B. F. Tyson was a in the com- 
plaint and denied in the answer. 

Defendant further alleged that Tyson, who was commissioner to sell 
certain land, had agreed at the time the note was executed to pay it out 
of that part of the proceeds of the sale which would go to defendant: in 
satisfaction of a judgment held by him, and which was a lien on the 
land, and he afterwards collected more than enough for that pur- 
pose. Defendant relied upon this agreement and the receipt of 
the money by Tyson as a payment or satisfaction of the debt, or (71) | 
at least as a set-off or counterclaim. 

The issues and answers thereto were as folios 1. Is thee note duatatee 
on the property of the plaintiff, M. E. Tyson?. Ans. Yes. 2, In. what 
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amount, if any, is the defendant, J. H. Joyner, indebted to the plaintiff? 
Ans, $200 with interest from 12 February, 1897. The Court charged the 
jury that if they believed the evidence they should answer the issues as 
above indicated. From a judgment for the plaintiff, the defendant 
appealed. 


Fleming & Moore for plaintiff. 
Skinner & Whedbee for defendant. 


Waker, J., after stating the case: There was much argument as to 
whether the note or bond had been duly executed, that 1s, delivered, as 
Little did not accept it nor advance any money on it, but 1t is not neces- 
sary to discuss this matter as we think the defendant had virtually ad- 
mitted its execution by the form of his answer, and the case was not tried 
below upon the theory that the note was not a completed instrument 
when it passed into the hands of Little and then by endorsement to 
Tyson. The only questions presented there related to the character of 
plaintiff’s ownership of the note and the validity of defendant’s plea of 
payment or counterclaim. | | 
The Court erred in holding that the mere introduction of the note was 
evidence of its endorsement by Tyson, so as to vest the legal title in 
plaintiff and cut off any defenses good against Tyson. It is very true, 
as contended by counsel, that the introduction of the note by plaintiff 
raised the presumption that she was its owner, but only the equitable 
owner or assignee, and it was subject in her hands to any equities or 
other defenses of the maker against prior holders. The note must have 
been endorsed specially to her, or at least in blank, to justify the 
(72) claim that she is its legal owner, and the bona fide holder of a 
title good against prior equities of which she is not shown to have 
had notice. It was necessary, therefore, to show such an endorsement in 
order to defeat any equity the defendant may have against B. F. Tyson. 
Referring to this doctrine, Harlan, J., in Osgood v. Artt, 17 Fed., 575, 
says: “It is a settled doctrine of the law merchant that the bona fide pur- 
chaser for value of negotiable paper, payable to order, if it be endorsed 
by the payee, takes the legal title unaffected by any equities which the 
payor may have as against the payee. But it is equally well settled that 
the purchaser, if the paper be delivered to him without endorsement, 
takes by the law merchant only the rights which the payee has, and 
therefore takes subject to any defense the payor may rightfully assert as 
against the payee. The purchaser in such case becomes only the equita- 
ble owner of the claim or debt evidenced by the negotiable security, and 
in the absence of defense by the payor may demand and receive the 
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amount due, and, if not paid, sue for its recovery in the name of the 
payee, or in his own name when so authorized by the local law.” In 
Trust Co. v. Bank, 101 U. S., 68, the Court says: “The contract cannot 
therefore be converted into an endorsement or an assignment. And if it 
could be treated as an assignment of the note, it would not cut off the 
defenses of the maker. Such an effect results only from a transfer accord- 
ing to the law merchant, that is, from an endorsement. An assignee 
stands in the place of his assignor and takes simply an assignor’s rights, 
but an endorsement creates a new and collateral contract.” In Lyon v. 
Bank, 85 Fed., 120, it is held that a mere assignee of a promissory note, 
like an assignee of any other chose in action, takes his title subject to 
all equities and defenses which exist between the assignor and the other 
parties to the instrument, but an endorsee for value without notice before 
maturity takes the title to such a note, according to the custom 

of merchants and the now established law of the land, free from (73) 
all such equities and defenses. See also Tiedeman on Commercial 
Paper, sections 246 and 247. The same principle is well stated and 
illustrated by Rodman, J., in the leading case of Miller v. Tharel, 75 
N. ©.,.148, which has been followed in numerous ¢ases by this Court. 
Spence v. Tapscott, 938 N. C., 246; Lewis v. Long, 102 N. C., 206; 
Jenkins v. Wilkinson, 118 N. C., 582; Christian v. Parrott, 114 N. C., 
215; Bresee v. Crumpton, 121 N. C., 122. An instrument payable to 
bearer can be negotiated by delivery, and consequently no endorsement is 
required. Norton on Bills and Notes, section 58; Bresee v. Crumpton, 
supra, “When, however, a bill or note unendorsed by the payee or en- 
dorsed by the payee specially and unendorsed by his endorsee, is in the 
possession of another person, the question whether or not its bare posses- 
sion is evidence of his right to demand payment, is of a different char- 
acter. Without the endorsement of the payee or special endorsee, such 
possession would clearly not entitle the holder to the privileges of a bona 
fide holder for value, as, at best, he would only hold the equitable title 
to the instrument and could not sue at law upon it as a ground of 
action.” 1 Daniel Neg. Inst. (5 Ed.), section 574. The signature of 
endorsers, where endorsement is required to vest the legal title, must be 
proved. Norton on Bills and Notes, 331. In the case of an assignment 
of a bill or note, which transfers only the equitable ownership, as dis- 
‘tinguished from an endorsement according to the law merchant, which 
transfers the legal title, the equitable owner being the party in interest 
may now sue in his own name, Code, section 177, and he may recover 
subject to prior equities. Spencer v. Tapscott and Bresee v. Crumpton, 
supra. When it is said in the cases that “there is a prima facie presump- 
tion of law in favor of every holder of negotiable paper to the extent 
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that he is the owner of it, that he took it for value and before dishonor 

and. in the regular course of business,” it will be found that 

( 74) reference is made to a holder by endorsement or to an instrument 

- which, under the law-merchant, was not required to be endorsed, 

but which was negotiable by delivery. The expression was used in 

Treadwell v. Blount, 86 N. C., 33, cited by plaintifi’s counsel, but in 

that case the note was. endorsed aad the ec of the endorser was 
proved. : 

It is familiar learning ha Saha a note 1s. idiesed in a the 
holder has: the authority to male it payable to himself or to any other 
person by filling up the blank over the signature, and this may be done 
at or, before the trial. Johnson v. Hooker, 47 N. C., 29; Inlly v. Baker; 
88. NeOg 151, It then becomes a special eidorseniedt Th the case last 
cited, this Court reversed the judgment below, upon the ground that the 
sudorserierit should have been. filled up before judgment was rendered, 
assigning as a reason for its decision that the courts were particular in 
this respect in order to avoid the danger of notes being subsequently 
endorsed and again put in circulation. However this may be, the plain- 
tiff in this case may fill up the endorsement, if she is so advised. 

The Court charged the jury that, if they believed the evidence, they 
should answer the issues in favor of the plaintiff. We infer from this 
instruction that the Court was of the opinion that the defense or counter- 
elaim, if a valid one, could not prevail against the plaintiff’s title to the 
note. This was an error. 

Whether the matters of defense were sufficient to defeat the plaintiff’s 
recovery, we are unable to determine, as the evidence is not all one way 
and required a finding by the jury. Whether the defendant held the 
judgment in trust for his brother, for whose benefit he executed the note, 
or for other persons, and, if for his brother, whether the latter assented 
to the application by Tyson of his share of the proceeds of sale to the. 
payment of the note, are questions to be passed upon by the jury with 
such others as may arise. When the facts are found the validity of the 

| defense can be determined. In the present state of the evidence 
(75) and the case, we cannot decide that question. Besides, it may be 

_ that the plaintiff, by proof as to the endorsement of B. F. ‘Tyson, 
will be able to cut off all alleged defenses to the action, unless the de- 
fendant can show affirmatively that she is not a bona fide holder of the 
note. The error in the ruling of the Court entitles the defendant to 
another trial. 

New trial. 


Cited: Mayers v. McRimmon, 140 N. C., 641, 642; Bank v. Er Co.; 
152 N. C., 143, 144, 145; Thompson v. Osborne, w., "410; Steinhilper v. 
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Basnight, 153 N. C., 295; Bank v. RB. R., ib., 849; Myers v. Petty, vb., 
464; Woods v. Finley, rb., 500; Park v. Hxrwm, 156 N. C., 230; Chad- 
wick v. Kirkman, 159 N. C., 264; Bank v. Walser, 162 N. C., 61; Bank 
v. McEachern, 163 N. C., 337; Smathers v. Hotel Co., 167 N. C., 475; 
Bank v. Hill, 169 N. C., 237; Moon v. Simpson, 170 N. C., 336; Worth 
Co. v. Feed Co., 172 N. C., 342; Midgette v. Basnight, 175 N. C., 19; 
Security Co. v. Pharmacy, 174 N. C., 656; Woody v. Spruce Co., 175 
N. C., 547; Arndt v. Ins. Co., 176 N. C., 655; Critcher v. Ballard, 180 
N. C., 115. | , | 4 ne 


DIXON v. JONES. 
(Filed 19 September, 1905.) 


Deeds—Covenants of Warranty. 


Where, in an action for breach of covenants of warranty contained in two 
deeds, one executed in 1886 and the other in 1895, the plaintiff recovered 
all that he was entitled to recover for breach of the covenant in the deed 
of 1895, his exception to the ruling that he could not recover on the cove- 
nant contained in the deed of 1886, is without merit, where the deed of 
1886 does not purport to convey any part of the land from which the 
plaintiff has been legally evicted, as the warranty can extend no further 
than the land described in the deed containing the warranty. 


Action by R. D. S. Dixon against J. O. W. Jones, to recover damages 
for breach of covenants of warranty contained in two deeds executed by 
defendant to plaintiff, heard by Council, J., and a jury, at the Decem- 
ber Term, 1904, of Gremnz. From a judgment in favor of. plaintiff, he 
appealed. 


Geo. M. Lindsay and L. V. Morrill for plawnteff. 
L. I. Moore and F. A. Woodard for defendant. 


Brown, J. The material facts condensed from the record and (76) — 
case on appeal, briefly stated, are as follows: | | 

1. On 31 August, 1886, the defendant executed and delivered to the 
plaintiff a deed with the usual covenants of seizin, quiet enjoyment and 
general warranty, by which, for the consideration of $2,500 paid. by 
plaintiff, he conveyed to plaintiff a tract of land in Greene County, 
described as follows: “Adjoining the lands of W. H. Edwards, Annie S. 
Rawls and others, bounded as follows, viz., beginning at Fool’s Bridge, 
on the north side of Contentnea Creek, and runs with the Goldsboro road 
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to a point opposite the canal, which is the dividing line between Mrs, 
A. S. Rawl’s dower or homestead and the tract hereby conveyed to the 
said Dixon, then the course of said canal and with said dower or home- 
stead line of Mrs. Annie 8. Rawls to Contentnea Creek, then up the 
various courses of said creek to the beginning, containing 225 acres more 
or less.” | 

2. On 1 January, 1895, the defendant executed and delivered to the 
plaintiff and his wife, a deed with the usual covenants of seizin, quiet 
enjoyment and general warranty, by which, for the consideration of 
$500 paid by plaintiff, he conveyed to plaintiff and plaintifi’s wife a 
tract of land in Greene County, described in said deed as follows: “‘Ad- 
joining the lands of John Harvey, O. F. Worrell, R. D. S. Dixon and 
the Cobb heirs and others, bounded as follows: situated on the south side 
of the Goldsboro and Greenville road, and in the north fork of Fort 
Run and Contentnea Creek and lying on the east side of the Snow Hill 
and Wilson road, and bounded on the west by the same and on the south 
by the Fort Run, and known as lands conveyed by the dower or life estate 
of Mrs. Annie S. Rawls, as by reference to record of same will more 
fully appear, containing by estimation 2221 acres more or less, the 
same being the tract or parcel of land conveyed by Marcellus Edwards 

to Dr. Swift.” At December Term, 1902, W. C. Swift and others 

(77) recovered final judgment against the plaintiff Dixon for all of 

the land covered by the above deeds which had been allotted to 
Annie 8. Rawls as her homestead. Swift v. Dixon, 181 N. C., 42. 

In his complaint the plaintiff practically sets out two causes of action, 
one for the breach of the covenants contained in the deed of 1886 and 
another for the breach of the covenants in the deed of 1895. 

The plaintiff contends that the lands, from which he has been evicted, 
embrace all the lands described in both deeds, except about 75 acres,which 
he claims are not worth over $500. His Honor gave judgment for the 
plaintiff upon the second cause of action for breach of the covenants in 
the deed of 1895 for all that the plaintiff under the evidence was entitled 
to recover for breach of those covenants, and held that the plaintiff was 
estopped to sue on the covenant contained in the deed of 1886. To this 
last ruling relating to the deed of 1886, the plaintiff excepted. 

In the view we take of this appeal it is unnecessary to pease the 
question of estoppel so fully argued by counsel. 

We are of opinion that the deed of 1886 does not purport to convey 
any part of the land included in the judgment in Swift v. Dizon, and 
from which land only the plaintiff has been legally evicted. That judg- 
ment embraces none of the Rawls land except the homestead of Annie 8. 
Rawls, which, in the language of the opinion, “had been laid off and 
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located by metes and bounds before the sale by the commissioner.” 
The deed of 31 August, 1886, calls for “a point opposite the canal which 
is the dividing line between Mrs. Annie 8. Rawl’s homestead and the 
tract hereby conveyed to the said Dixon, thence the course of said canal 
and with said homestead line of Mrs. Rawls to Contentnea Creek.” 

It is perfectly apparent that the deed of 1886 covers no part of the 
homestead, and as the warranty can extend no further than the land 
described in the deed containing the warranty, we are at a loss to under- 
stand the foundation of the plaintiff’s contention. The opinion 
in Swift v. Dixon, supra, takes the same view we do. In refer- (78) 
ring to this deed of 1886, Furches, C. J., says, “Which deed only 
conveyed that part of the tract outside the homestead boundary. But 
after the death of Mrs. Rawls, the defendant (meaning Dixon) bought 
and took a deed from Jones for that part of the land covered by the 
homestead.” This last reference is evidently to the deed of 1895. This 
latter deed does cover the homestead and nothing more, and as the 
plaintiff has been evicted from that, he was entitled to recover damages 
under the covenants contained in that deed. His Honor properly adjudi- 
cated such damages and gave judgment against the defendant therefor. 
He held that the plaintiff was entitled to recover nothing on account of 
the deed of 1886, which ruling we affirm, although upon other grounds _ 
than those which seem to have influenced the Court below, the correct- 
ness of which it 1s not necessary for us to pass upon. 

Affirmed. 


Connor, J., did not sit on the hearing of this appeal. 





DAYVIS v. TELEGRAPH CoO. 
(Filed 26 September, 1905. ) 


Telegraphs—Mental Anguish—Damages—Withdrawal of Incompetent 
Hyidence. 


1. The addressee of a telegram, where there has been a wrongful failure to 
deliver, or negligent error in transmission, may, under certain circum- 
stances, recover compensatory damages for mental anguish, where the 
message is for his benefit or concerns his domestic or social interests, 
and this independent of any bodily or substantial pecuniary injury. 


2. In an action to recover for mental anguish for negligence in the trans- 
mission or delivery of a telegram, it is not necessary that the claimant 
should be a very near relative, nor that the telegram should contain a 
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message concerning sickness or death, but it is necessary that the griey- 
ance complained of should amount to a high degree of mental suffering 
and not consist simply of annoyance or disappointment and regret. 


3. Before a recovery can be had for mental anguish, the telegraph company 
must be notified that mental anguish will naturally and reasonably follow 
as a result of its misconduct, either from the character and contents of 
the message itself or from facts within its knowledge, or brought to its at- 
tention at the time of accepting the message for transmission, or cer- 

tainly in time to have enabled it to avoid the consequence complained of, 
by due care. 


4, In an action by the plaintiff to recover for mental anguish from the failure 
of the defendant to deliver the following message sent to him by his wife: 
“Got-left. Be there at 7:30 o’clock tomorrow.” Signed “D.,” the testimony 
of his wife that when she gave the message to the operator she told him 
she had been thrown over in Weldon, had two children with her, they 
were sick, her husband was to meet her and would be worried unless 
he got the message, is ample ‘to notify the defendant that its failure to 
deliver the message might result in actionable suffering and mental an- 
guish. 


5.-In cases for mental anguish,.in awarding the damages to be recovered, the 
> ¥Jaw governing cases for breach of contract applies. 


6. In an action by the husband for mental anguish, the admission of evidence 

of the privation and suffering of the wife and children would be reversible 
-error but.for the fact that in the charge the Court withdrew it from the 
consideration of the jury. 


7. Where the Court had in express terms told the jury that neither the priva- 
tions of the wife nor her husband’s mental anxiety, by reason of such 
suffering, should be considered by them, the addition that they should 
consider “only the mental anxiety of the husband by reason of these cir- 
cumstances” could only mean such eran sense as under his charge 
should be held pertinent. 


8, A telegraph company is liable in damages for the mental anguish suffered 
by the husband by reason of the company’s default in failing to deliver 
a message sent by the wife who had taken the wrong train, informing him 
of this fact, the purpose of the message being to prevent anxiety. (Spark- 
man v. Tel. Co., 180 N. C., 447, overruled. ) 


Brown and Connor, JJ., dissent. 


_ Aocrion for mental anguish by James L. Dayvis against the Western 
Union Telegraph Co., heard by Long, J., and a Jury, at September 
Term, 1905, of Bravurorrt. | 

There was testimony to the effect that on the morning of 26 J une, 
1904, plaintifi’s wife left Durham, N. C., to go to Washington, N. C., 
to which place her husband had recently. moved his residence. In the 
regular course of travel, Mrs. Dayvis would have reached Washington 
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on the afternoon of the 26th, at about 6 o’clock; that she and two chil- 
dren who accompanied her were all sick, and she had written to the 
plaintiff, her husband, on Friday before leaving Durham on Sunday; 
that the plaintiff had sent his wife enough money to defray her expenses 
from Durham to Washington, via Selma and Rocky Mount. At Rocky 
Mount, by misdirection of a railroad station employee, she and her 
phildren were put on the train going to Weldon, where they 
arrived about 5 p. m., and were unable to go on to Washington (81) 
fll-theratcrnoon of ihe following day, 27 June; that the plaintiff, 

who was expecting his wife and children on the afternoon train on 26 
June, had gone up on the morning train to meet them had boarded the 
returning train in the afternoon, expecting .to meet them at a-station 
called Pactolus; he inquired for them and could get no information; he 
- looked through the train and found their trunk checked through from 
Durham to Washington. Immediately on arriving at Washington, he 
went to his hotel and inquired: for a telegram and none-had been re- 
ceived; he then went to. the telegraph office and it was closed; this was 
about 6:30. The train had arrived on time at about 6:20. He endeay- 
ored. to ‘get a telephone communication with his wife and children, but 
failed, and could hear nothing from them until their. arrival on the train 
of the afternoon of the 27th, as stated. He was aware they were sick, 
and. had only money enough to pay their way to Washington, and he 
suffered great distress and mental anguish by reason of his uncertainty 
as. to their whereabouts, etc.; that the plaintiff had been a resident in 
Washington about one month, was at the Hotel Pamlico, and had 
received telegraphic messages at that place during his stay. 

Mrs. Dayvis testified that when she arrived at Weldon with her chil-_ 
dren at 5 p.m., 26 June, she went to the office of defendant company 
and wrote a message to her husband on one of its blanks as follows: 
“J. L. Dayvis, Washington, N. C. Got left. Be there at 7:30 o’clock 
tomorrow. D.” She delivered it to the operator. She stated that she 
told the operator that she had been thrown over in Weldon, had two 
children with her who were sick, her husband was to meet her and would 
be worried unless he got the message, and told him to be sure to get it 
off right away, and he said he would; that she came back in an hour 
and a half and asked the operator if he had sent the message, and he 
said he got it off all right; that the message was never received by the 
plaintiff. 

The operator testified that the message was given fn by Mrs. (82) 
Dayvis at 5:12 in the afternoon of. the 26th, and he sent it on not 
long after; that not being able to tell, when he read the message, whether 
it was sioned “D.” or “W.,” he fared the same to the hotel where she 
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was and asked about it, and was told the letter was “D”; that she did 
not tell him who J. L. Daas was, nor what her name wal, nor that she 
and her children were sick, nor that her husband would meet her and be 
worried if he did not receive the message; that all she said was that she 
had got on the wrong train at Rocky Mount, and she asked the witness 
to get the message off promptly; that she came back about six o’elock, 
or later, and asked if the message had been sent and heard from; he 
replied, “sent, but not heard from.” 

Under the charge of the Court there was a verdict and judgment for 
the plaintiff and the defendant excepted and appealed. 


J. D. Grimes and W. B. Rodman for plaintiff. 
F. H. Busbee & Son; Small & McLean and Murray Aiton for de- 
fendant. 


Hoxeg, J., after stating the case: At the close of the plaintifi’s testi- 
mony, and again at the close of the entire testimony, there was a motion 
to nonsuit by the defendant, and exception duly taken. 

The decisions of this Court have established the principle that the 
addressee of a telegram, where there has been a wrongful failure to de- 
liver or negligent error in transmitting the message, may, under certain 
circumstances, recover compensatory damages for mental anguish where 
the message is for his benefit or concerns his domestic or social interests, 
and this, independent of any bodily or substantial pecuniary injury. 

Young v. Tel. Co., 107 N. C., 870; Sherrill v. Tel. Co., 109 

(83) N. C., 527; Kennon v. Tel. Co., 126 N. C., 232; Wadsworth v. 
Tel. Co., 86 Tenn., 695. If mental anguish is shown to exist it 

is not required for a recovery that the claimant should be a very near 
relative. Bright v. Tel. Co., 182 N. C., 317; Hunter v. Tel. Co., 135 
N. C., 458. Nor is it necessary that the telegram should contain a 
message concerning sickness or death. Green v. T'el. Co., 186 N. C., 489, 
50€. It is necessary, however, that the grievance complained of should 
amount to a high degree of mental suffering, within the natural and 
correct definition of mental anguish, and not consist simply of annoy- 
ance or disappointment and regret. Hancock v. Tel. Co., 187 N. C., 497. 

The decisions further hold that before a recovery can be had on that 
account, the defendant company must be notified that mental anguish 
will naturally and reasonably follow as a result of its misconduct, either 
from the character and contents of the message itself or from facts 
within its knowledge, or brought to its attention at the time of accepting 
the message for transmission, or certainly in time to have enabled it to 
avoid the consequence complained of by due care and diligence. Kennon 
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v. Tel. Co., supra; Williams v. Tel. Co., 1386 N. C., 87; Green v. Tel. 
Co., 186 N. C., 489; Cranford v. Tel. Co., 188 N. C., 162. 

The judge told the jury that such notice must be brought home to the 
defendant, and under his charge the jury have necessarily decided that 
the plaintiff’s version as to what took place, at the time the telegram was 
handed to the defendant’s agent, was the true one. 

Applying these principles to the facts of the case before us, the plain- 
tiff has made out a cause of action. The testimony of Mrs. Dayvis on 
that point was as follows: “When I got to Rocky Mount I went to 
- Weldon. I got to Rocky Mount about 2 p.m. I got to Weldon 
about 5 p. m., registered at the hotel, went to the telegraph office (84) 
(identifies the message written out), gave it to the operator, told 
him I had been thrown over in Weldon, had two children with me; they 
were sick, my husband was to meet me and would be worried unless he 
got the message. I told him to be sure and get it off right away, and he 
said he would.” (The defendant in apt time objected to all the conver- 
sation with the defendant’s agent; objection overruled and defendant 
excepted.) “TI came back in an hour and a half and asked the agent if. 
he had heard anything from the message and he said he had not yet, and 
I asked him if he had sent it off, and he said he got it off all right.” 

The Court is of opinion that there was ample testimony to notify the 
defendant that if the message was not delivered and the husband was 
thereby left in ignorance of the whereabouts and condition of his wife 
and children, 1t would be to him a matter of grave concern and might 
well result in actionable suffering and mental anguish. There was no 
error in overruling the defendant’s motion to nonsuit. 

In some of the cases on the subject of mental anguish, there is a 
strong intimation that the action should be in tort, as involving a breach 
of public duty, and there is high authority to the effect that only in this 
character of action can a suit be sustained by the addressee of a 
message. In awarding the damages to be recovered, however, where the 
right to damage has been established, the decisions of this Court have 
thus far uniformly applied the law governing cases for breach of con- 
tract, and this course seems very generally to have obtained. 27 A, & E. 
(2 Ed. ), 1059; Thompson on Elec., sec. 386. 

In the eomuinioe of Mrs. Dayvia, who was a witness for plaintiff, 
she was asked by the plaintiff’s counsel if she and her children had any- 
thing to eat in Weldon, the day they were ere and the witness replied, 
“Only a few cakes and a couple of coca colas.”” The ee was then 
asked why, and she replied “Because they had no money.” This evi- 
dence was admitted over the objection by defendant, and the 
defendant excepted. This is an action by Mr. Dayvis to recover (85) 
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damage for mental anguish by reason of his just alarm from being 
left uninformed as to the placing and condition of his wife and children. 
The actual privation and suffering of Mrs. Dayvis and her children are 
not pertinent:to the inquiry. The testimony, 1f competent at all, could 
only have been so held as corroborative evidence, and under the circum- 
stances of the case the Court inclines to the opinion that the admission 
of the testimony would be reversible error but for the fact that, in the 
charge, the court entirely withdrew it from the consideration of the jury. 
In response to prayers for instruction preferred by the defendant’s 

- counsel, the judge instructed the jury as follows: “I have been requested 
by counsel for defendant to instruct you that you should not consider 
any suffering or anxiety which the plaintiffs wife or children suffered 
by reason of taking the wrong car to reach Rocky Mount and having to 
stop at Weldon, or being ill during the time, or having no money with 
them. I give you that instruction. The defendant also asked me to 
instruct you that the jury should not consider any evidence with refer- 
ence to the plaintiff’s anxiety caused by the mental or physical suffering 
of his wife or children, due to the fact that they were unwell and without 
means to support them. The Court gives you that instruction.” The 
defendant concedes that this part of the charge would amount to a with- 
drawal of the objectionable testimony if it stood alone, but contends that 
it was in effect again submitted by reason of the following addition to 
the charge: “You will note that these last two instructions relate to 
recovery based upon the idea of the suffering of the wife or of the chil- 
dren, or of their anxiety and trouble that they may have had at Weldon. 
You will understand that this action is not brought by the wife nor by 
the children; it is brought by the husband; and therefore you are limited 
in this case to a consideration of the husbaxid and his suffering 

(86) and mental anxiety by reason of these circumstances.” The 
Court does not think that these concluding words of the judge 
should receive the interpretation and effect insisted on by the defendant. 
: The judge had just in express terms, and in response to a special 
request, told the jury that neither the privations of Mrs. Dayvis at 
Weldon nor her husband’s mental anxiety, by reason of such suffering, 
should be considered by them, and when he added “only the mental anx- 
iety of the husband by reason of these circumstances,” by fair interpre- 
tation, we think this could only mean such circumstances as under his 
charge should be held pertinent, and no doubt the jury so understood it. 
The Court is referred by the defendant to Sparkman v. Tel. Co., 130 | 
N. C., 447, as authority for the position that no recovery at all can. be. 
had in the case now being considered. In that case, S. B. Sparkman, at 
Durham, N. C., at 2:10 o’clock p. m., 11 March, 1904, received a message 
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from one S. Johnston, Little Rock, Ark., that his brother, E. Sparkman, 
had died at Little Rock, Ark., on the day before. About two hours later 
S. B. Sparkman sent or left a message with the company addressed to 
S. Johnston, Little Rock, Ark., as follows: “Shall we look for him? 
What are you going to do?” Signed, 8S. B. Sparkman. The message 
was never delivered to Johnston, and, on action brought for mental 
anguish, judgment was given for the defendant. There is no doubt that 
this case is well decided, and for the reason given by the Court that there 
was nothing in the language of the telegram nor-in anything brought to . 
the attention of the company leading it to believe that mental anguish 
would result by reason of the failure to deliver the message. “Surely,” 
said the Court, “the distance between Durham and Little Rock, in con- 
nection with the brother’s death the day before the telegram was de- 
livered to the defendant, would preclude any idea that there was a desire 
or purpose on the part of the plaintiff to go to Little Rock to 
attend the funeral services.” As a matter of fact, the case does (87) 
not even disclose whether Johnston would have replied to the 
message if it had been received by him. The opinion, however, goes on 
to say that “The rule is well settled in Akard v. Tel. Co. (Texas), and 
we adopt it. It is that a telegraph company is not to be held lable in 
compensatory damages for its failure to forward and deliver a message 
intended to relieve mental anxiety in the mind of the sender.” | 
Akard’s case refers for authority to Rowell v. Tel. Co., 75 Texas, 26, 
and of this authority the opinion in Sparkman’s case further says that 
“Rowell’s case seems to be a leading case.” ‘The headnote is “Anxiety 
eaused by the failure of a telegraph company to deliver a message con- 
veying information of the improved condition of a sick relative furnishes 
no ground for recovery against the company for its negligence.” 
Rowell’s case was one where the plaintiff, J. H. Rowell, had received 
a message saying that his wife’s mother “was worse, dangerously sick.” 
He sent a message of inquiry, “How is mother? If no better, Josie 
eomes tonight. Answer at my expense.” A reply was forwarded to him, 
“Mother some better. Doctor says not dangerous.” The last message 
the company failed to deliver, and, on action brought, the Court held as 
stated that the plaintiff could not recover. In the opinion the Court 
declares as follows: “We are of opinion that the demurrer was properly 
sustained. The damage here complained of was the mere continued 
anxiety caused by the failure promptly to deliver the message. Some 
kind of unpleasant emotion on the mind of the injured party is probably 
the result of a breach of contract in most cases, but the cases are rare 
in which such emotion can be held an element of damage resulting from 
the breach. For injury to the feelings in such case the courts cannot 
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give redress. Any other rule would result in intolerable litigation. We 

regard this case as differing in principle from that of Stewart v. Tel. 

Co., n which damage for mental suffering has been allowed.” ‘T’his is 

the length and strength of the opinion in Rowell’s case. It would seem 

to be an arbitrary limitation on the doctrine we are considering, 

(88) not consistent with former decisions in the same jurisdiction, and 
the reasoning is far from satisfactory. 

If a breach of contract, involving also a breach of public duty, by 
reason of which a telegraph company fails to relieve an oppressive and 
harrowing anxiety about the serious illness of a dear relative or the result 
of a dangerous and threatening surgical operation, cannot be made the 
subject matter of recovery in actions of this character, the doctrine 
should be abandoned. | . 

It is not a correct premise to characterize such a grief or anxiety as 
“some kind of unpleasant emotion in the mind of an injured party inci- 
dent to a breach of contract in most cases.” : 

Nor is the conclusion convincing: “For injury to feelings in such cases 
the courts can give no redress. Any other rule would result in intolera- 
ble litigation.” The limitation laid down in Rowell’s case has been criti- 
cized by a recent writer and held to be inconsistent with other decisions 
on this subject. 3 Southerland Dam., section 975, and like comment is 
made in Connelly v. Tel. Co., 100 Va., 51. The Court does not think 
the principle laid down in Rowell’s case is a sound one, and the opinion 
in Sparkman’s case, in so far as it adopts such principle, is not approved. 

There is some question if Sparkman’s case applies to the one we are 
now considering in any way. This message was sent to prevent anxiety 
in the plaintiff’s mind, and, but for the defendant’s default, would have 
filled its mission, except perhaps for an hour and a half while the plain- 
tiff was up the road in the expectation of meeting his wife. 

There is no reversible error and the Judgment is 

Affirmed. 


(89) Brown, J., dissenting: I am unable to agree with my brethren 

in the disposition made of this case. I am of opinion, first, that 

the motion to nonsuit should have been allowed, and, second, that there 
Was error committed, and a new trial should be awarded. 

1. The facts taken, in any light, do not show a case where a recovery . 
for mental anguish should be allowed. The right to recover damages 
for mental anguish, not growing out of physical injury, is the settled 
law of this State, although the wisdom of permitting such recovery is 
denied by some of the ablest courts in the country. No one has ever 
contended that the damages are punitive in character. They are purely 
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compensatory and are allowed for acute mental suffering. Anguish is 
defined to be “intense pain of body or mind” and is derived from angus, 
a snake, referring to the writhing or twisting of the animal body. Hamn- 
cock v. Tel. Co,, 137 N. C., 501. We find no case where such damages 
are allowed for mere disappointment. This view of what constitutes 
that degree of mental suffering, for which actual or compensatory dam- 
ages may be had, is endorsed by this Court in Hancock v. Tel. Co., and 
also in Hunter v. Tel. Co., 185 N. C., 459. The opinion in Hunter’s 
case was written by Justice Douglas, who cannot be said to have unduly 
favored the telegraph companies. 

The facts in this case, with which the defendant is connected, disclose 
nothing that should cause any feeling at all approximating anguish in 
the mind of a man of ordinary courage and self-possession. Doubtless 
the chief anxiety of the plaintiff arose from the fact that he had been 
guilty of such gross negligence as to supply his wife with only money 
enough to purchase a ticket from Durham to Washington, with nothing 
to buy bread with in case of an accident. When the plaintiff discovered 
at Pactolus that his wife and ‘children were not on the train, common 
experience should have taught him that they had missed connection and 
that there were no reasonable grounds for serious apprehension. Know- 
ing that his wife was penniless, he naturally became alarmed. . 

But that was his own fault. Had he supplied her with funds (90) 
there would have been no occasion for great anxiety, much less 
anguish. There is nothing on the face of the message to put the defend- 
ant on notice that mental anguish might ensue if it was not promptly 
delivered, and what Mrs. Dayvis said to the operator at Weldon was not 
sufficient for that purpose. The “solemn issues of life and death” were 
not involved, nor serious illness, nor any of the usual circumstances dis- 
closed, which indicated that great mental suffering might be caused by 
delay in its delivery. 

Mrs. Dayvis testified that she took the wrong train at Rocky Mount 
and went to Weldon and there filed the telegram set out in the record. 
She states, “I told the operator I had been thrown over at Weldon; had 
two children with me; they were sick; my husband was to meet me and 
would be worried unless he got the message.” There is nothing here to 
put any one on notice that, what this Court has defined mental anguish 
to be, would probably result from a failure to deliver the message. 

The conclusion of Mrs. Dayvis, that her husband would be worried, is 
immaterial. Worry is not sufficient to justify a recovery. From the 
message and disclosure of Mrs, Dayvis, the ‘defendant could draw only 
natural and reasonable inferences, which inferences would be that an 
ordinarily robust husband with ordinary self-control is waiting for his 
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wife and children, and if he fails to meet them, he will take a common 
sense view of the matter and conclude that they are delayed somewhere 
en route, as is often the case. The company cannot foresee the result of 
its negligence due to facts not brought to its attention. .It was not dis- 
closed to the company, nor is it shown that the company was aware of 
the fact that Dayvis knew his children were sick or that his. wife was 
without money; and these facts are stated by the plaintiff to be the real | 
ground of his suffering. On cross-examination he said he knew 
(91) his wife would be uncomfortable; that he did not want his chil- 
dren suffering, because he knew they were sick; that he was 
worried because they did not come and because they did not have money 
enough to pay their expenses. Of these causes of his suffering, only one 
was brought to the attention of the company, that is, because his wife 
and children did not come. Could the company reasonably assume that 
this alone would likely cause him mental anguish? If not, then his 
suffering could not have been in the contemplation of the parties and 
_ the plaintiff should have been nonsuited- 

On redirect examination, the plaintiff testified that his anxiety, be- 
ahtise- he feared. Hie wife. and ehildven might be inconvenienced and: 
uncomfortable, was the chief cause, and in fact the only cause of his 
suffering. It has often been held that distress, because of the discomfort 
of another, cannot be held the basis of an action for mental anguish. 
Tel. Co. v. Stratemare, 32 N. E., 871 (Ind.); Tel. Co. v. Cooper, 71 
Texas, 507. Any misapprehension suffered by the plaintiff, as to the 
meaning of the failure of his wife and children to arrive when expected, 
though resulting in mental anguish, cannot be made the basis of a recov- 
ery of damages. Bowers v. Tel. Co., 185 N. C., 504; McAllen v. Tel. 
Co., 70 Texas, 248. | 

2. There has been great trouble in ascertaining the ground on which 
telegraph companies may be held liable to the addréssee of a telegram, 
not a party to the contract. Different views are advanced by courts and 
law writers, but this Court seems to have adopted the contract theory. 
That being so, there must be some reasonable measure by which damages 
ean be awarded. Doubtless having this in view, this Court in Sypark- 
man’s case adopted the rule of the Texas Supreme Court and held that 
“a telegraph company is not to be held liable in compensatory damages 
for its failure to forward or deliver a message intended to relieve mental 

anxiety then existing in the mind of the sender.” In Rowell’s 

(92) case, 75 Texas, 26, the rule is applied to the sendee. It is impos- 

sible for a jury to measure in damages the extent to which the 
sendee may be injured by failure to relieve existing anxiety, for which 
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the company cannot be held liable. The jury cannot well discriminate 
and distinguish between the anguish existing and that which might have 
been relieved. 

In this case, the plaintif was already, as claimed, suffering anguish. 


He ascertained at Pactolus that his wife and shildien were not on the 


train. He could not get a telegram until he reached Washington. Had 
he received the telegram what would he have learned? Only where they 
were. He would still have suffered all the distressing anxiety growing 
out of the knowledge that his family were in a strange town, sick and 
penniless, owing to his own improvidence. How can a jury under such 
circumstances measure the mental anguish for which the defendant may 
be liable, and distinguish it from the existing as well as continuing 
anxiety for which the defendant is not hable? The Texas Court is ad- 
vanced in its views on these questions, and having adopted its rule i in 
Sparkman’s case, I see no reason to overrule it. 

3. It is admitted that the court erred in admitting improper testimony. 
I do not think the court below corrected its error. A careful reading of 
the attempted correction contained in the charge satisfies me that the 
jurors were permitted still to consider the mental anguish suffered by 
the plaintiff, growing out of a knowledge of his family’s sick and penni- 
less condition. This was well calculated to prejudice the defendant, and 
doubtless increased the damages which seem to be more than ample com- 
pensation for such anxiety, as a reasonably self-contained man should 
have suffered under the circumstances of this case, omitting those condi- 
tions for which the defendant is admittedly not responsible. 


Connor, J., dissenting: I concur in the dissent of Mr. Justice Brown. 
I prefer to rest my dissent upon the last ground assigned in his 
opinion. It is conceded that there was reversible error in the (93) 
admission of testimony in regard to Mrs. Dayvis’ condition, etc., 
while in Weldon, which entitles the defendant to a new trial, but for the 
instruction of his Honor. I do not think that the incompetent testi- 
mony, which was prejudicial to the defendant, was withdrawn. I con- 
cede that if incompetent testimony is withdrawn, the error in its admis- 
sion is cured, just as if competent testimony is excluded if its admission 
could in no point of view have affected the verdict, the error is harmless. 
S.v. White, 188 N. C., 704. With all deference, I do not think that his 
Honor withdrew or intended to withdraw the objectionable testimony. — 
He expressly instructs the jury that they are limited to a consideration 
of the sufferings and mental anxiety of the husband “under these cir- 
cumstances,” concluding with the words “and therefore my instructions 
limit you to such recovery, as the husband should recover and not as to 
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the wife.” I do not think the testimony was competent for any pur- 
pose. It was prejudicial on the issue directed to the amount of damages 
to be awarded. 

The defendant company was not responsible for the failure of Mrs. 
Dayvis to reach Washington on 26 June or of her remaining in Weldon. . 
The misdirection of some person connected with the railroad was the 
cause of her misfortune. The plaintifi’s state of mind was caused by his 
failure to meet his wife on the cars at Pactolus. The breach of duty 
by the defendant did not cause this anxiety. The purpose of the wife 
in sending the telegram was to relieve this state of mind on the part of 
the husband. By reason of the failure to deliver the telegram, the state 
of mind continued—the mental anxiety was not relieved. <A strikes B 
a blow causing pain. CO, a physician, is called in and undertakes to 
relieve the pain. He negligently fails to perform his contract—he is 
liable in damages, not for the origin of pain, but for the negligent failure 
to relieve it. J concur with the opinion of Mr. Justice Hoke, that the 

principle laid down in Rowell’s and Akard’s case and approved 
(94) in Sparkman’s case, is not sound. I am unable to see why a 
breach of assumed duty to perform an act, the purpose of which 
is to relieve mental anguish, does not confer a right of action upon the 
same principle that a similar breach of duty causes mental anguish. I 
wish to emphasize the necessity on the part of judges to use extreme 
caution in defining to juries the range within which they are permitted 
to move in assessing damages in this class of cases. In all cases, the 
original or primal cause of the suffering must be distinguished from the 
suffering caused by the breach of duty by the defendant. How far, in 
practice, it is possible for juries to do so must cause anxious considera- 
tion to courts. The entire subject is so fraught with obscurity and 
difficulty that one may well hesitate to enter upon its consideration. I 
note as an indication of the progress being made that mental anziety is 
substituted for mental anguish. This case, like many others, shows gross 
and inexcusable negligence for which the law should give both redress 
and impose punishment. 3 


Cited: Johnson v. R. R., 140 N.C., 577; Helms v. Tel. Co., 143 N. C., 
395; Suttle v. Tel. Co., 148 N. C., 484; Alewander v. Tel. Co., 158 
N. C., 478; Christmon v. Tel. Co., 159 N. C., 198; Penn v. Tel. Co., 2b., 
309; Ellison v. Tel. Co., 163 N. C., 14; Betts v. Tel. Co., 167 N. C., 80; 
Storey v. Stokes, 178 N. C., 418. 


100 


N.C] FALL TERM, 1908. 


Ex Parte McCown. 


EX PARTE McCOWN. 
(Filed 26° September, 1905.) 


_ Habeas Corpus—Contempts—Summary—Punishment—Powers of 
Court, Under the Statutes and at Common Law. 


1. The writ of habeas corpus can never be made to perform the office of a writ 
of error or appeal. The investigation is confined to the question of juris- 
diction of power of the judge to proceed as he did, and the merits of the 
controversy are not passed upon. 


2. In habeas corpus proceedings, this Court is bound by the judge’s findings 
of fact which were spread upon the record as required by the statute. 


8. The power to attach for a certain class of contempts being inherent in the 
courts and essential to their existence and the due performance of their . 
functions, the Legislature cannot, as to them, deprive the courts of this 
power or unduly interfere with its exercise. 


4, The act of 1871, as brought forward in The Code, sections 648-654, is, in 
respect to the law of contempt, as broad and comprehensive in its scope 
and meaning as the common law itself, so far as it relates to those ‘‘in- 
herent powers of the courts, which are absolutely essential in the adminis- 
tration of justice.” 


5. Where the respondent visited the judge at his boarding house, during a 
recess of the court, before the adjournment of the term, and assaulted 
the judge in consequence of a sentence pronounced at that term, held, 
that within the meaning of the statute, Code, sections 648-654, the conduct 
of the respondent was a direct contempt of the Court as much so as if the | 
assault had been made when the judge was sitting on the bench in open 
court. 

6. At common law, the conduct of the respondent constitutes a contempt of 
court, and if the statute, Code, sections 648-654, does not embrace this 
case and in terms repeals the common law applicable to it, this Court 
would not hesitate to declare the statute in that respect unconstitutional. 


7. In direct contempts, the proceedings are generally of a summary character 
and there is no right of appeal, the facts being stated in the committal, 
attachment or process and reviewable by habeas corpus, while in indirect 
contempts the proceedings are commenced by citation or rule to show 
cause, with the right to answer and to be heard in defense, and also with 
the right of appeal. 


The petitioner, M. E. McCown, was attached for contempt by (96) 
Ward, J., at August Term, 1905, of DurHam. He was adjudged 

in contempt and ordered to be imprisoned in the county jail for thirty 

days and fined two hundred dollars. Having no right to appeal from the 

decision (8. v. Mott, 49 N. C., 449; In re Davis, 81 N. C., 72), he ap- 
plied to the writer of this opinion as a Justice of this Court for a writ 

of habeas corpus, which was issued and made returnable before him on 
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Monday, 4 September, 1905. At the hearing, as counsel wished to 
avoid the necessity of two arguments of the case and it was also de- 
sired, owing to the great importance of the question and the peculiar 
circumstances of the case, that when the matter was heard in the Su- 
preme Court all the Justices should sit, 1t was agreed that argument 
should be waived and the matter should be decided upon the papers 
and an appeal entered so that the case could be heard at once in this 
Court by a full bench—all defects and irregularities in the manner of 
bringing the case before this Court for review being waived. An order 
_ was thereupon made remanding the petitioner to the custody of the 
sheriff in further execution of Judge Ward’s sentence, and the whole 
matter has been brought into this Court by exception and appeal for 
full hearing and consideration, argument of counsel being made here 
for the first time. If a direct contempt was committed, it is conceded | 
that the respondent was properly committed and fined and that the 
judgment is unassailable. Judge Ward's findings of fact are as fol- 
lows: “On Friday, 1 September, 1905, one Allen Haskins was put on 
trial for murder in the second degree in the Superior Court of 

(97) Durham County, over which the undersigned Judge was pre- 
siding. The jury, on Saturday afternoon in the same week, 
rendered a verdict finding the defendant guilty of manslaughter, and 
at the same tlme recommended the defendant to the mercy of the Court. 
Judgment was prayed by the solicitor. It appeared to the Court that 
- the defendant had already been confined in the common jail of Durham 
County for more than ten months awaiting trial. After due and care- 
ful consideration of the case, the Court, in view of all the evidence, the 
recommendation of the jury, and the length of time that the prisoner had | 
already been imprisoned in jail, sentenced the prisoner to fifteen months 
at hard labor upon the public roads of Durham County. There being still 
unfinished business of the Court, the Court between four and five o’clock 
p.m., announced that it would not adjourn court sine die, as there was 
other business to transact, and told the court crier to announce that the 
Court was adjourned until further notice from the Judge, which the 
erier accordingly, did, and the Court was left open for the transaction 
of further business. The Judge then left the court room and went to 
his room at his boarding house near by. In a short while thereafter, 
to wit, about six o’clock p.m., the respondent, M. E. McCown, came 
to the room of the Judge and called him out on a porch adjoining his 
room. The Judge responded and went on the porch to meet the respon- 
dent, whom he found perfectly rational, and who at once accosted him 
in a very angry and menacing manner, complaining of the judgment 
rendered in the case of 8. v. Allen Haskins, and demanded that the ~ 
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Judge at once should impose a longer term than the one already an- 
nounced, or turn the prisoner out of jail. The Judge listened to the 
statement, and respectfully considered it,.as the respondent stated that 
he was there to see him about this case. He then asked the respondent 
in a quiet and mild manner if he was accustomed to speaking to the 
Judge in that way, adding that in the course of this case he had exer- 
cised his best judgment and discretion in the matter. Where- 

upon the respondent began to curse the Judge violently, using (98) 
most offensive language and following it up with an assault on the 
person of the Judge. The minutes were not signed, and the Judge in- 
tended to return and sign the same, and did sign them later. The Court 
was a one week term, and for the trial of criminal cases only, and all 
the jurors had been discharged before the assault by respondent was 
committed. The Judge had transacted no other business after the ad- 
journment, as above stated, before taking up this matter with the 
respondent on the porch, except to change the sentence of one defendant, 
and adjust a matter of cost in another case, which he did before he left 
the court room, but after the crowd had left. 

“The respondent was present in Court in person, and represented by 
attorneys, Messrs. Guthrie & Guthrie and Fuller & Fuller, and the 
Court was represented by the solicitor. The respondent filed no answer 
in writing, his counsel waiving the same after suggesting to the Court 
other facts, which it included in the findings above.” 


Fuller & Fuller and Guthrie & Guthrie for respondent. 
Robert D. Gilmer, Attorney-General, and A. L. Brooks, contra. 


Waker, J., after stating the case: This matter, as now presented to 
us, really involves the correctness of the ruling of Judge Ward in the 
proceedings which resulted in the commitment of the respondent and the 
imposition of a fine upon him for contempt of court. If upon the facts, 
as found by the Judge, a contempt was committed within the meaning 
and intent of the law upon that subject, or to express the same idea 
in somewhat different words and as it is usually stated, if the Judge was 
in the exercise of a rightful jurisdiction in the particular case, his de- 
cision cannot be, reviewed in a collateral way by the writ of 
habeas corpus. This Court is bound by the Judge’s findings of (99) 
fact, which were spread upon the record as required by the 
statute. In re Deaton, 105 N. C., 59; Hu parte Terry, 128 U. S., 289. 
We cannot decide whether there was any merely erroneous ruling of the 
Court or any irregularities in respect to judgment and procedure, as 
the writ of habeas corpus can never be made to perform the office of a 
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writ of error or of an appeal. We are confined in our investigation to 
the question of jurisdiction or power of the Judge to proceed as he did 
and cannot otherwise pass upon the merits of the controversy. . There 
must have been a want of jurisdiction over the person or the cause or 
some other matter rendering the proceedings void, as this is the only 
ground of collateral attack. The law in this respect has been definitely 
settled, we believe, by all the courts. He parte Terry, supra; Hx parte 
Savin, 181 U. S., 267; Rapalje on Contempts, section 155. In Ex parte 
Reed, 100 U. S., 18, the doctrine is thus clearly and concisely stated: 
“A writ of habeas corpus cannot be made to perform the functions of 
a writ of error. To warrant the discharge of the petitioner, the sen- 
tence under which he is held must be not only erroneous, but absolutely 
void.” The range of our inquiry, therefore, is narrowed to the question 
of jurisdiction and the validity of the order of Judge Ward. That the 
Court had general jurisdiction of the subject of contempt cannot be de- 
nied; but do the facts stated in the record constitute a contempt within 
the meaning of the law? This is precisely the question now before us. 
We would have had less difficulty in deciding this case, if by the Act 
of 1871 (Code, sections 648 to 657), the Legislature had not defined 
contempts of court and declared that no other acts or conduct not men- 
tioned therein should be “the subjects of contempt” and repealed the 
common law, in so far as 1t recognized as contempts other acts or con- 
duct not specified in the statute. We are satisfied that at common law 
the acts and conduct of the petitioner, as set out in the case, con- 

(100) stitute a contempt of court, and if the statute does not embrace 
this case and in terms repeals the common law applicable to it, 

we would not hesitate to declare the statute in that respect unconstitu- 
tional and void, for reasons which we will now state. That courts have 
inherent power to punish summarily for any direct contempt has un- 
questionably been settled by the authorities. Blackstone (vol. 4, 283) 
says that the method of punishing contempts by attachment has been 
immemorially used by the superior courts of justice. Contempts that 
are thus punished are either direct, which openly insult or resist the 
powers of the Court or the persons of the judges who preside there, or 
else are consequential, which (without such gross insolence or direct 
opposition) plainly tend to create universal disregard of their au- 
thority, and, after enumerating specially contempts which fall within 
the two desotiptions, he says generally that they may be committed by 
anything, in short, that demonstrates a gross want of that regard and 
respect which, when once courts of justice are deprived of, their au- 
thority (so necessary for the good order of the kingdom) is entirely lost 
among the people, and he proceeds to say that the process of attachment 
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for these and the like contempts must necessarily be as ancient as the 
laws themselves, for laws without a competent authority to secure their 
administration from disobedience and contempt would be vain and 
nugatory. The power therefore to suppress such contempts by an im- 
mediate attachment of the offender results from the first principles of 
judicial establishments and must be an inseparable attendant upon every 
superior tribunal and has been actually exercised as early as the an- 
nals of our law extend, and as such, is confirmed by the statute of Magna 
Carta, and, hence, he concludes that the power is not derived from any 
statute, not even Westminster II. (18 Edward I.), chapter 39, which 
was merely declaratory of the law of the land. 2 Bishop Criminal Law 
(8 Ed.), sections 242 and 243, lays down substantially the same 
doctrine in these words: “It is not possible for any judicial (101) 
tribunal to fulfill its functions without the power to preserve 
order, and to enforce its mandates and decrees. And the common and 
apparently only practical method of doing these things is by the process 
of contempt. Therefore the power to proceed thus is incident to every 
such tribunal, derived from its very constitution, without any express 
statutory aid. The doctrine is generally asserted in these broad terms, 
and is believed to be sound; the narrower doctrine, about which there > 
is no dispute, is that this power is inherent in all courts of record. As 
explained in the first volume, it is a common law offense to obstruct any 
course of the government or its justice. When, therefore, a man does 
anything which interferes with the judicial tribunal in the conduct of 
a cause, he commits an obstruction of a criminal nature. This is a 
common form of contempt of court.” | 
In King v. Almon, 8 State Trials, 58, Wilmot, C. J., says: “The — 
power which the courts in Westminster Hall have of vindicating their 
own authority, is coeval with their first foundation and institution; it 
is a necessary incident to every court of justice, whether of record or 
not, to fine and imprison for a contempt of the court, acted in the face 
of it (1 Vent., 1), and the issuing of attachments by the Supreme Courts 
of justice in Westminster Hall, for contempts out of court, stands upon 
the same immemorial usage as supports the whole fabric of the common 
law; it is as much the lex terre, and within the exception of Magna 
Carta, as the issuing any other legal process whatever. I have ex- 
amined very carefully to see if I could find out any vestiges or traces 
of its introduction, but can find none; it is as ancient as any other 
part of the common law; there is no priority or posteriority to be dis- 
covered about it, and therefore it cannot be said to invade the common 
law, but to act in alliance and friendly conjunction with every other 
provision which the wisdom of our ancestors has established for 
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(102) the general good of society.” “Every court of record,” says 

Bacon in his Abridgment (Courts, E), vol. 2, pages 633-634, 
“as incident to it, may enjoin the people to keep silence, under a pain, 
and impose reasonable fines, not only on such ag shall be convicted be- 
fore them of any crime on a formal prosecution, but also on all such 
as shall be guilty of any contempt in the face of the Court, as by giving 
opprobrious language to the Judge, or obstinately refusing to do their 
duty as officers of the court, and may immediately order them into 
custody. The courts of record, as incident to them, have a power of 
protecting from arrest, not only the parties themselves, but also all 
witnesses eundo et redeundo; for since they are obliged to appear by 
the process of the court, it would be unreasonable that they should be 
molested whilst paying obedience to it.” 1 Hawkins Pleas of Crown 
(8 Ed.), p. 68. McKean, C. J., forcibly summarized the doctrine more 
than a century ago (1788), in Retpublica v. Oswald, 1 Dal. (Pa.), 319, 
when he said: “Some doubts were suggested, whether, even a contempt 
of the court was punishable by attachment; but, not only my brethren 
and myself, but likewise all the judges of England think that without 
this power, no court could possibly exist—nay, that no contempt could, 
indeed, be committed against us, we should be so truly contemptible. 
The law upon the subject is of immemorial antiquity; and there is not 
any period when it can be said to have ceased or discontinued. On 
this point, therefore, we entertain no doubt.” It was held in Cart- 
wright’s case, 114 Mass., 230, that the right summarily to commit and 
punish for contempts tending to obstruct or degrade the administration 
of justice is inherent in courts as being essential to the exercise of their 
jurisdiction, to the execution of their powers and to the maintenance 
of their authority. It is therefore a part of the fundamental law within 
the meaning and intent of Magna Carta and the Declaration of Rights 

in our constitutions against depriving any person of life, liberty 
(103) or property, except by the judgment of his peers or the law of 

the land, and is not contrary to any guarantee of trial by jury 
or due process of law. The language of the Court in Cooper's case, 32 
Vt., 257, is peculiarly applicable to the facts of our case. ‘The power 
to punish the contempt,” says the Court, “is inherent in the nature and 
constitution of a Court. It is a power not derived from any statute, but — 
arising from necessity; implied, because it 1s necessary to the exercise 
of all other powers. It is indispensable to the proper transaction of 
business. It represses disorder, violence and excitement, and preserves 
the gravity, tranquillity, decorum and courtesy that are necessary to the 
impartial investigation of controversy. It secures respect for the law 
by requiring respect and obedience to those who represent its authority. 
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Tts exercise 1s not merely personal to the Court and its dignity; it is due 
to the authority of law and the administration of justice. The power — 
to punish for contempt is indispensable to the proper discharge of their 
duties by magistrates. Without it the magistrate would be in a pitiable 
condition, compelled to hold court, to investigate controversies, examine 
witnesses and listen to arguments and yet powerless to secure order in 
his proceedings, to enforce obedience to his decisions, to repress turbu- 
lence, or even to protect himself from insult. The mere power to remove 
disorderly persons from his court room would be wholly inadequate 
to secure, either the proper transaction and dispatch of business, or the 
respect and obedience due to the Court and necessary for the adminis- 
tration of justice.’ In Hx parte Terry, 128 U. S., 289, where most of 
the authorities are collected, the Court, affirming the rulings to be found 
in its earliest decisions, holds that certain implied powers result to courts 
of justice from the very nature of their constitution, and thus they pos- 
sess the power to fine for contempt, imprison for contumacy and enforce 
the observance of order. “Courts of justice are universally ac- | 
knowledged to be vested, by their very creation, with power to (104) 
impose silence, respect and decorum in their presence, and sub- | 
mission to their lawful mandates. The power to punish for contempts 
is inherent in all courts; its existence is essential to the preservation of 
order in judicial proceedings, and to the enforcement of the judgments, 
orders and writs of the courts, and consequently to the due administra- 
tion of justice.” The moment that courts are called into existence and 
vested with jurisdiction over any subject, they become invested with this 
power. This doctrine of the law is well stated in Clark v. People, Breese 
(Tll.), 340, which is also reported in 12 Am. Dec., 177, where will be 
found a valuable note collating the principal cases on the subject. Ra- 
palje, in his work on Contempts (section 1 and notes), says: “It is 
conclusively settled by a long line of decisions that at common law, all 
courts of record have an inherent power to punish contempts committed 
in facie curwe, such power being essential to the. very existence of a 
court as such and granted as a necessary incident in establishing a 
tribunal as a court.” The doctrine has been fully recognized by this 
Court. In 8. v. Woodfin, 27 N. C., 199, Ruffin, C. J., for the Court, — 
says: “The power to commit or fine for contempt is essential to the 
existence of every court. Business cannot be conducted unless the Court 
- can suppress disturbances, and the only means of doing that is by im- 
mediate punishment. A breach of the peace in facie curie is a direct 
disturbance and a palpable contempt of the authority of the Court. It 
is a case that does not admit of delay, and the Court would be without 
dignity that did not punish it promptly and without trial. Necessarily 
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there can be no inquiry de novo in another court, as to the truth of the 
fact.” Lx parte Summers, 27 N. C., 149; Hu parte Schenck, 65 N. C., 
366; Pain v. Pain, 80 N. C., 322; In re Oldham, 89 N. C., 23; Kane 
v. Haywood, 66 N. C., 1. From this doctrine so firmly established and 
‘from the reasoning of the authorities cited in its support, it must neces- 

sarily follow that, as the power to attach for a certain class of 
(105) contempts is inherent in the courts and essential to their existence | 

and the due performance of their functions, the Legislature can- 
not, as to them, deprive the courts of this power or unduly interfere with 
its exercise. The Constitution provides for a distinct separation of the 
three codrdinate branches of the government and vests the judicial 
power in the several courts mentioned in Article IV,. section 2. It 
further provides that the General Assembly shall not deprive the ju- 
dicial department of any power or jurisdiction which rightfully peyr- 
tains to it. Article IV, section 12. If the power to attach for a direct 
contempt is inherent in the courts and: necessary to their vitality and 
usefulness, any interference with its exercise which prevents the courts 
from proceeding against contumacious or disorderly persons must needs 
by a deprivation of the power. But argument is not required to estab- 
lish so plain a proposition. Rapalje, at page 13, section 11, says: “In 
the absence of a constitutional provision on the subject, the better 
opinion seems to be that legislative bodies have not power to limit or 
regulate the inherent power of courts to punish for contempt. This 
power being necessary to the very existence of the court, as such, the 
Legislature has no right to take it away or hamper its free exercise. 
This is undoubtedly true in the case of a court created by the Constitu- 
tion. Such a court can go beyond the provisions of the statute, in order 
to preserve and enforce its constitutional powers, by treating as con- 
tempts acts which may clearly invade them. On the other hand, the 
Circuit and District Courts of the United States, being the creatures 
of Congress, their powers and duties depend upon the act calling them 
into existence, or subsequent acts extending or limiting their jurisdic- 
tion.” In Ex parte Schenck, 65 N. C., 366, a case which has fre 
quently been cited with approval, and a case, too, in which the validity 

of the Act of 1871 was recognized to a certain extent, it is said: 
(106) “Courts of justice are established by the Constitution, and are 

invested with certain inherent powers, which are essential to their 
existence, and of which they cannot be deprived by the Legislature. 
Their province is to construe existing laws and to administer justice, 
and they must necessarily have the power by summary remedies to 
preserve order during their sessions, control the action of their officers, 
and enforce their mandates and decrees. If the courts could be de- 
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prived by the Legislature of these powers, which are essential in the: 
direct administration of justice, they would be destroyed for all efficient: 
and useful purposes.” In Holman v. State, 105 Ind., 515, the Court 
states what it declares to be the principle settled by the words of the. 
Constitution as well as by actual decision: “The power,” says the 
Court, “to punish for direct contempts is inherent in all courts of su- 
perior jurisdiction. This power is not conferred by legislation, but is. 
an inherent power residing in all Superior Courts. It is a power that 
the Legislature can neither create nor destroy. It is as essential'to the. 
preservation of the existence of courts as is the natural right of self- 
defense to the preservation of human life. The judicial is a codrdinate 
department of the government, and courts are not the mere creatures. 
of the Legislature, for, if they were, the judicial department would be a 
subordinate one, dependent for existence and power upon the will of 
the Legislature. This is not, as the Constitution expressly declares and 
the united voice of the courts affirm. As it is a coérdinate branch of 
government, and as judicial power can only live in the courts, it must 
follow that courts possess inherent powers which they do not owe to the 
Legislature, and among these powers is that of the right to punish direct 
contempt. This subject has been many times discussed, and the doc- 
trine often affirmed, without diversity of judicial opinion, that courts. 
do possess power to punish contempts independent of legislation, and 
that this power is one that the Legislature can neither destroy nor 
abridge.” This Court said in Jn re Deaton, 105 N. C., 59: “So 

inherent is the power to attach for contempt, that the Legisla- (107) 
ture would: have no power to deprive the courts of its exercise.” 

And in Herndon v. Insurance Co., 111 N. C., 384, 1t was held that the: 
Supreme Court was created by and derives its power and jurisdiction 
from the Constitution. Its mandate. comes from the people and the 


source of its authority is the same as that of the legislative and execu- — 


tive departments. “The same organic law which gives the Legislature. 
power to make rules and regulations for the orderly and regular dis- 
patch of business in its sessions, free from the control or interference. 
of the executive or of this Court, gives the like power over its own 
procedure to this Court, free of interference from either of the other 
co-ordinate branches of government. Neither body has shown any 
disposition to encroach upon the constitutional prerogatives of this. 
Court.” The power of the Legislature to require this Court to rehear 
a case otherwise than is prescribed by its own rules of practice and 
procedure was denied in that case. The Superior Court, being a con-. 
stitutional body, must be governed by the same law as this Court, and 
is under the same protection from legislative interference, so far at least. 
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as its inherent rights and powers are concerned, which are specially 
shielded by the Constitution against infringement. In re Woolley, 74 
Ky., 98; People v. Wilson, 64 Ill., 196; S. v. Morrill, 16 Ark., 384; 
State v. Kuser, 20 Oregon, 56. See also Scott v. Fishblate, 117 N. C., 
265, in which the inherent power to punish summarily for contempt was. 
said to reside even in a mayor of a town as being necessary to the very 
existence of the court. The validity of the Act of 1871 was settled by 
Ex parte Schenck, “with certain savings in respect to the inherent 
rights of the court,” said this Court by Pearson, C. J., 1m Kane v. Hay- 
wood, 66 N. C., 31. That is, its operation was restricted to those con- 
tempts which are constructive and the right to attach for which is not 
essential to the full and free exercise of the powers and jurisdiction 

conferred upon the courts by the Constitution. It would be 
(108) useless to multiply authorities in support of this reasonable and 

necessary doctrine that the Legislature cannot deprive the courts 
of any of their vital powers, such as are requisite for their preserva- 
tion and for their protection from unlawful interference in the exercise 
of their jurisdiction and the performance of their judicial functions. 
The doctrine is recognized as perfectly sound and well settled in all the 
cases we have cited, and is a logical deduction from the other proposi- 
tion that the power to attach for contempt is inherent. If, therefore, 
the Legislature by the Act of 1871 (Code, sections 648-654), had at- 
tempted to destroy or abridge this power, it would become our duty to | 
declare the act to that extent void and of no effect. 

The Legislature has the same inherent power to preserve order and to 
attach for any act which tends to interrupt its deliberations and proceed- 
ings or which is committed in contempt of its authority, as is vested 
in the courts. Rapalje, section 2. With the lawful exercise of this 
undoubted power, the judiciary will not interfere. It is recognized 
as being necessary to the proper and orderly transaction of its business 
and is clearly implied from the other powers conferred and duties im- 
posed upon that honorable body, under the elementary and familiar 
rule that, when a power is given, every other power necessary to its 
execution is to be considered as also granted. As we will not attempt 
to restrict or regulate the exercise of this power, and it would not be 
seemly to do so, we will not assume that the Legislature intended to 
trench upon the right which inherently belongs to the courts to protect 
themselves, by punishing those who unlawfully obstruct their proceed- 
ings or act in contempt or defiance of their authority. 

But fortunately we are relieved from the necessity of deciding the 
question by the fact that this Court has construed that statute, and 
held that it “does not take away any of the inherent powers of 
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the courts, which are absolutely essential in the administration (109) 
of justice, and is not such an encroachment upon the rights of 

the judicial department of the government as to warrant us in declaring 
it to be unconstitutional and void.” Dick, J., in Ex parte Schenck, 
65 N. C., 368. In view of what.the Court had before said in that case, 
which we have already quoted, 1t must be taken as settled that the Act 
of 1871, as brought forward in The Code, sections 648-654, is, in respect 
to the law of contempt, as broad and comprehensive in its scope and 
meaning as the common law itself, so far as it relates to those “inherent 
powers of the courts, which are absolutely essential in the administration 
of justice.” : 

With these observations as to the power of the courts, let us now in- 
quire whether the facts found by the Judge and “specified on the record” 
show that the petitioner has committed a contempt, within the mean- 
ing of the Act of 1871 and the common law, for which he could 
be summarily punished. There is no case to be found precisely like 
this one in all of its facts and circumstances. - Insults to Judges and 
assaults upon them, while in the discharge of their official duties, in 
resentment for some imagined grievance growing out of their official 
action have been so rare, be it said to the credit of a law-abiding and 
law-respecting people, that it is difficult to find an exact precedent for 
our ruling in this matter, but authority 1s abundant in support of the 
principle upon which our decision must rest. If the respondent has 
not committed a contempt of court for which he can be summarily 
punished, we might well join with Lord Langdale in his assertion that 
without such a power in the court, “it will be impossible that justice 
can be administered. It would be better (in such circumstances) that. 
the doors of justice were at once closed.” ILnitler v. Thompson, 2 Bea- 
van, 129. He was there speaking of an attack upon a party to a cause 
then pending. How much more aggravated is one made upon 
the presiding judge of the court. The same idea is advanced (110) 
in Ex parte McLeod, 120 Fed., 1380, a case much like ours in 
its facts, if it does not fully cover the very question here involved. It 
there appeared that a commissioner had been assaulted by a party of 
whom he had required an appearance bond. With reference to these 
facts, 1t was substantially said that, as courts can exercise judicial func- 
tions only through their judicial officers, an assault upon such an officer 
because he has discharged a required duty is necessarily an attack upon 
the court for what it has done in the administration of justice. It is 
vital to the welfare of society that courts, which pass upon the life, 
liberty and property of the citizen, be free to exercise their reason and 
conscience unawed by fear or violence; and the highest considerations 
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of the public good demand that the courts protect their officers against 
revenges induced in consequence of the performance of their duties, 
as well as violence while engaged in the actual discharge of duty. It 
is a high contempt of court to seek to punish a judicial officer for his 
official act, elsewhere than before a constitutional tribunal of impeach- 
ment. The evil is that the Judge has been held to accountability for 
his judicial acts and punished contrary to the law because he has per- 
formed them. That acts like this, which degrade the judicial office, 
unfit the incumbents for calm deliberation, awe them in the exercise 
of their functions, and undermine their independence, must recoil fear- 
fully on the orderly and decent administration of justice, cannot be 
denied. Who would have any respect for the authority of a court 
whose judge, the moment he left the courthouse, could be subjected 
with impunity to insult and assault because of acts done in his judicial 
capacity while on the bench? Is it in the power of any person, by in- 
sulting or assaulting the judge because of official acts, if only the as- 
sailant restrains his passion until the judge leaves the court building, 

to compel the judge to forfeit either his own self-respect and the 
(111) regard of the people by tame submission to the indignity (with- 

out summarily arraigning the culprit), or else set in his own 
person the evil example of punishing the insult by taking the law into 
his own hands? If he forbears for the time and resort to the criminal 
law, the remedy is hardly better than the wrong, since then he must 
become a private prosecutor in some other court and depend on it to 
vindicate the independence of his own. 

We will now refer to a case which at least one eminent judge has 
pronounced to be “the ablest case on the law of contempts to be found 
in the books.” Hammond, J., in 120 Fed., at p. 772. It is the case 
of Commomvealth v. Dandridge, 2 Va. Cases, 408. The respondent who 
was interested in the event of the suit, then pending in the court over 
which the judge presided, met the latter on the steps of the courthouse 
as he was returning from his chambers to open court and grossly in- 
sulted him, charging him with corruption in the trial of the case. The 
court was not actually in session but in recess. It was adjudged to be 
a contempt for which summary punishment could be inflicted. “Judi- 
cial independence,” says the Court by Dade, J., “has been an object of 
constitutional care in this country. In the origin of this government 
it was thought expedient to make that department independent even 
of the executive and legislative branches, who are not presumed to do 
wrong; and shall it be said that it is wholly unnecessary to make it in- 
dependent of the passions and prejudices of all who may conceive them- 
selves injured by its legitimate proceedings? Shall a judge be called 
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independent who.is unavoidably placed in a situation in which he comes 
in conflict with the jealousies and resentment of those upon whose in- 
terests he has to act, and be reduced to the alternative of either submit- 
ting tamely to contumely and insult, of resenting it by force or resort- 
ing to the doubtful remedy of an action at law? In such a state of 
things it would rest in the discretion of every party in court to 

force the judge, either to shrink from his duty or to incur the (112) 
degredation of his authority, which must unavoidably result from 

the adoption of either of the above alternatives. To assume that the 
personal character of the judge would be a sufficient guarantee against 
this, is to imagine a state of society which would render the office of 
the judge wholly unnecessary.” In another part of the opinion, this 
able and scholarly judge said: “When I see the juror and the witness 
protected from insult for what they may have said or done in court, I 
ask whether it 1s more necessary to defend these characters, who may 
never be again called into a court of justice, than the judge, who must 
be so often exposed to similar trials. When in all these cases I find 
the great object to be the preservation of the authority, dignity, im- 
partiality and independence of the judiciary, without which it has been 
said it could not exist, or if existing would-be a curse rather than a 
blessing, I cannot fel justified in excepting a case which is in all its 
particulars in direct hostility to this principle, because I cannot back 
my opinion by a reported case.” After citing Blackstone and numerous 
other authorities he proceeds: ‘“‘With this array before our eyes, can 
it be credited that it should be so highly penal to assault or abuse a 
judge in court for his judicial proceedings, and no offense to do the 
same thing to him the moment after his leaving the bench, on account 
of the same provocation? Can it be considered a matter of so much 
consequence to protect the person of the suitor, the lawyer, the wit- | 
ness, the juror and the jailer, and none to defend the judge? Not that 
I mean to arrogate any higher personal privilege for the judge than 
for the humblest of these, but because it is obvious that the principle 
which suggests the necessity for protecting them rises with the grade 
of the officer, and that the majesty of the laws may be more degraded 
in the person of the highest than of the lowest officer intrusted with 
their administration.” Judge White, who wrote a separate concurring 
opinion, answers the argument there made by the respondent’s 

counsel, and now advanced in this case, in very forceful words: (113) 
“Tt is contended that in general and upon principle no contempt 

can be committed in any court unless it be in session at the time, and 
the contempt be committed in its face. And that no contemptuous 
words spoken to or of a judge, during the recess or vacation of his court, 
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however deeply they may implicate his judicial conduct, can be thus 
punished. The argument upon this point was specious and imposing. 
Whether 1¢ was substantially correct, and whether the result endeavored 
to be produced by it be in accord with either the public good or the 
great principles of law long since established (not for the private 
gratification of the judges, but to insure the well being of society) is 
another question—a question of solemn import to every man who looks 
to the laws of his country for the preservation of all he holds dear. We 
cannot prostrate the courts of the country at the feet of every disap- 
pointed suitor who may happen to lose his cause, or whose conduct 
may necessarily elicit from a judge observations unpleasant to his feel- 
ings, without the most fatal consequences. Nay, destroy the protection 
which the law now gives to your court, unloose the hands and tongues 
of such persons, expose your magistrates to their abuse, contumely and 
vituperation for their judicial conduct without any immediate and 
efficacious means of restraint, and instead of that happy, dignified and 
peaceful state of society which we now enjoy, we shall soon find that 
we have neither laws nor magistrates; and let it be remembered that | 
in this country we ought not to have, we have not, any privileged order 
of men. If one man is restrained from such conduct, every man must 
be subject to a like restraint. If one man is at noe to pursue it, every 
other man must enjoy the same lberty.” | 

We might well stop here and rest our decision upon the reasoning 

in that case and the deduction of that able court that in such a 
(114) case as the one there and here presented, an attachment for a 

direct contempt will lie and punishment can be summarily im- 
posed. But we are impressed and the court was in that case, with the 
great importance of the question which induces if it does not require us, 
especially in view of the ability and zeal with which counsel have ar- — 
gued before us, to investigate fully this doctrine of attachment for con- 
tempt and deliberately and maturely weigh the reasons for and against 
it, aided by the learning we find in the books, to the end that our con- 
clusion may be formed after the most careful thought and deliberation, 
and with due regard for the maintenance of the rightful powers of the 
courts as well as the preservation of the personal liberty of the citizen. 
If, in an attempt to do this, more time is consumed than we could wish, 
an apology will be found in the desire we have to reach a just and safe 
conclusion. , 

When we use the term “attachment for contempt” it must be under- 
stood that we refer to the summary proceeding and not to the remedy 
by citation or rule to show cause when the contempt is indirect or con- 
structive and the offense can now be punished only “as for a contempt,” 
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as provided by the statute, Code, section 654. With this explanation of | 
a term we proceed to the further discussion of the authorities. 

In U. 8. v. Anonymous, 21 Fed., 761, where the question here involved 
is examined at great length in a well considered opinion by Judge Ham- 
mond, who reviews the cases with marked discrimination and sustains 
his views by the most cogent reasoning, it is held that “where the act or 
conduct takes the form of an assault upon an officer, as when he was 
beaten and made to eat the process and its seal, the impediment to the 
efficient administration of justice may be quite as direct in its opera- 
tion to that end, happen where it may, as if the party had ridden his 
horse to the bar of the court and dragged the judge from the bench to 
beat him. Be this as it may, wherever the conduct complained of 
ceases to be general in its effect, and invades the domain of the (115) 
court to become specific in its injury, by intimidating or attempt- 
ing to intimidate, with threats or otherwise, the court or its officers, the 
parties or their counsel, the witnesses, jurors and the like, while in the 
discharge of their duties as such, if it be constructive because of the 
place where it happens, yet, because of the direct injury it does in ob- 
structing the workings of the organization for the administration of 
justice in that particular case, the power to punish it has not yet been 
taken away by any statute, however broad its terms may apparently be.” 
This is a very important case and a strong authority, as in it the court 
- construes the Act of Congress of 1831 upon the subject of contempts, 
which greatly limited the power of the Federal Courts to punish sum- 
marily for contempts and confined it to misbehavior in the presence of 
the court or so near thereto as to obstruct the administration of justice, 
and misbehavior of the officers of the court and disobedience or resist- 
- ance to its process. The act, if anything, is more restricted in its 
- provisions than our statute, Code, sections 648-654, and yet it was held 
in the case cited that it was not necessary that the offensive act should 
have been committed in the immediate presence of the court while ac- 
tually sitting in the courthouse with the judge on the bench, but though 
merely constructive because of the place where it is committed, it be- 
comes a thing done in facte curte within the meaning of the statute, if 
it affects an officer in the discharge of his duty and directly tends to ob- 
struct the proceedings of the court or the administration of justice. 
It is generally understood that the object of the Act of Congress was 
to enlarge the liberty of criticism by the press and others by curtailing 
the power to punish adverse comments upon the Federal Courts, their 
officers and proceedings. U.S. v. Anonymous, 21 Fed., at p. 768; Ex 
parte Poulson, 19 Fed. Cases No. 11,350; Cuyler v. BR. R. Un re 
Daniels), 181 Fed., 95. In other respects the common law prevails as 
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(116) it did under the act of 1789, as to all contempts committed in 
the presence of the court. Cases supra. 

In U. 8. v. Patterson, 26 Fed., 509, where it appears ‘the re- 
spondent had assaulted an attorney in the court room during the recess 
of the court, it was held that he could be attached for contempt, the 
court assigning the following reason: “The mistake of the respondent 
was in assuming that when the judge left the bench, he might, so far 
as the court was concerned, proceed to accomplish his purpose of making 
the assault, supposing that it was only when the judge was on the bench 
that any question of contempt could arise. But it must be apparent 
to every one that this 1s a misconception, and far too restricted to admit 
of approval anywhere. The court would deserve the contempt of public 
opinion if 1t permitted so narrow a view of its prerogatives to prevail, 
and could not complain if during its recess the court room should be used 
for a cock pit or a convenient place to erect a prize ring, That is the 
logic of the false assumption that was made in this case. But wholly 
aside from this consideration, there is a principle of protection to all 
who are engaged in and about the proceedings of a court that requires _ 
preservation against misbehavior of this kind. The defendant in court 
whose attorney was attacked is entitled to the protection of the court 
against any personal violence towards its attorney, while he is in at- 
tendence on the court: Otherwise, attorneys might be driven from the 
court or deterred from coming to it, or be held in bodily fear while in 
attendance, and thereby the administration of justice be obstructed. 
This principle might be pressed beyond reasonable limits, to be sure, 
but it certainly is not going beyond the true confines of the doctrine to 
apply rt here. It protects parties, jurors, witnesses, the officers of the 
court and all engaged in and about the business of the court even from 
the service of civil process while in attendance, and certainly should 

protect an attorney at the bar from the approach and attack of 
(117) those who would do him a personal violence. A former ruling 

of this Court on that subject has been especially approved by very 
high authority.” 

Lord Cottenham committed to the Fleet for contempt a barrister who 
was also a member of Parliament and who had threatened a master in 
Chancery with a view of inducing him to reverse his decision, upon the 
ground that his conduct tended to pervert the course of justice and to 
obstruct its due administration. This ruling was approved by the House 
of Commons upon the report of its Committee of Privileges, and the 
claim to be discharged by reason of privilege was disallowed. A like 
decision was made by Lord Eldon, when a witness was interfered with, 
in Hx parte King, 7 Vesey (ch.) 315; and also in Hx parte Burrows, 
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8 Vesey (ch.) 535, when violence was committed in one of the offices 
of the court, though not in its Immediate presence. The Court of 
Chancery in Williams v. Johns, 2 Dickens, 477, attached the defendant 
for having compelled the officer, who had served him with a subpena, 
to eat the same and otherwise ill treating him. In each of these cases 
the offense was regarded as a criminal contempt by reason of its direct 
tendency to thwart the administration of justice, as much so as if it had 
been committed in the very “face of the court.” It was held in 8. v. 
Garland, 25 La., Ann., 582, that the use of abusive language towards 
a member of the court and an assault upon him during a recess, and in 
the court room, under the. pretext of resenting what he had said or 
done when on the bench, was a direct and aggravated contempt of the 
court for which he could be summarily punished, and in Baker v. State, 
82 Ga., 776, it was held that a court was not dissolved by a mere recess 
or necessary adjournment from one day to the next, and misbehavior 
affecting public justice in the court room and in the immediate presence 
of the judge during such a recess, and whilst he is attending 
there to resume business but before the hour of recess has ex- (118) 
pired, was a contempt committed in the presence of the court and . 
punishable summarily. The Court, by Bleckley, C. J., said: “What 
right did he, the respondent, have to discuss his case if the court was not 
in session? And what right did he have to do it in an improper manner 
if it was in session? It was urged in the argument before us that he 
was merely complaining to the judge, and in so doing was in the exer- 
cise of a legal right. But what law confers on a suitor the right to con- 
verse about his case with the judge out of court? Are the State’s judges 
to be questioned by suitors about their cases and listen to complaints 
elsewhere than in court? We think not. The office of judge would be 
intolerable to the holder and degrading to the State, were the incumbent 
subjected by law to personal and private approach, questioning and 
harassment at the will of anxious and discontented suitors. The only 
place for intercourse with a judge, touching business pending in court, 
is the place where the court sits, and the only time for it is during the 
sitting.” 2 

In People v. Wilson, 64 Ill, 195, it is held that the power to punish 
for contempts is an incident to all courts of justice, independent of any 
statutory provision. Referring to the statute of that State attempting 
to restrict the power of the courts In this respect, it was further held 
that if the statute should be regarded as a limitation upon the power 
of the court to punish for any other contempts than those committed 
in its presence, yet in this power would necessarily be included all acts 
calculated to impede, embarrass or obstruct the court in the administra- 
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tion of justice, and such acts would be considered as done in the presence 
of the court. See also on the subject of contempts not committed in 
the court room, Hx parte Savin, 131 U. 8., 267; In re Cuddy, ibid., 
280; In re Healey, 53 Vt., 694; Lattler v. Thompson, 2 Beavan, 129; 
In re Bary (note), 10 Fed., 630; Wellesley’s case, 2 Rus. & Mylne, 639. 

In Rex v. Wigley, 7 Car. & P., 4 (82 E. C. L., 415), it appeared 
(119) that a witness in a prosecution, tried at the King’s Bench sit- 

tings, struck the defendant after the trial was over, when both 
were in the lobby of the court. The witness being brought to the bar 
and evidence given of these facts, the judge (Coleridge) committed him 
to the custody of the marshal for three days for this contempt of the 
court. So in the case of In re Pryor, 18 Kan., 72, the facts were that 
an attorney had sent to a judge, out of court, a letter of an insulting 
character and containing an imputation upon his integrity with refer- 
ence to a cause which was being tried before him, and it was held to 
be a.contempt of court and one which could be summarily punished. 
“Tf the language or conduct of the attorney is insulting or disrespectful,” 
says the Court by Brown, J., “and in the presence, real or constructive, 
of the court, and during the pendency of certain proceedings, we can- 
not hold that the court exceeded its power by punishing for contempt.” 
In Savin’s case and in Cuddy’s case, supra, the offense was not com- 
mitted in the immediate presence of the court, but in a room in another 
part of the courthouse, which was held to be within the precincts of 
the court and in its constructive presence and the offender therefore 

subject to summary punishment. 131 U.S., 267 and 280. 

A ease more like ours perhaps than any other is that of S. v. Steube, 
3 Ohio C. C., 383, first heard below and then on appeal, the full report 
of which is not accessible to us. The facts appear to have been that, 
during a recess of the court, the prosecuting attorney was without 
provocation assaulted by a witness in a criminal case then pending, he 
being also a defendant in a like case not yet called for trial. The assault 
was made at a place about five blocks from the courthouse and grew out 
of the. attorney’s conduct in the pending case. The statute of Ohio 
provides that a person, guilty of misbehavior in the presence of a court, 
or of a judge at Chambers, or so near as to interrupt the proceedings 

or to obstruct the administration of justice, may be punished 
(120) summarily. It was held that the case was within the terms of 

the statute and the respondent was properly punished in a sum- 
mary manner. Another case very similar in its facts is In re Brule, 71 
Fed., 943, in which it appeared that the respondent had bribed a witness 
at the latter’s residence. The Court held that, even within the words of — 
the Act of Congress, it was a direct and not a constructive contempt for 
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which summary punishment could be meted out. It cites and relies on 
Savin’s and Cuddy’s cases, among others, and pertinently inquires “if 
it is a contempt to bribe a witness in front of the courthouse, is it not. 
a contempt to attempt to do the same thing on the street opposite the 
court building or even four blocks away? Is not the result the same? 
Is not the motive of the accused the same?” How, we ask, can the mere 
element of distance change the character of the act or take from it:the 
quality of being a direct offense against the authority of the court and 
a palpable obstruction to the administration of justice? A ruling which 
would ignore the complete identity of the two kinds of offenses would 
sacrifice the substance to the form. Qu haeret in litera haeret wm cor- 
tice. In Ex parte Summers, 27 N. C., 149, an officer had refused 
obedience to an order to return process in his hands, and accompanied his 
refusal with an insolent message to the court. Commenting on these | 
facts, the Court, by Ruffin, C. J., said: “But had there been no legal 
default, and admitting that this person might have insisted before the 
court, on the delay of the return to the next day as his absolute right, 
yet the message to the Court, in its terms and manner, and while he was 
in the verge of the Court (italics ours), was as offensive and disrespect- 
ful as it could be, and in itself justified the fine.” 

We have thus reviewed at much length the authorities bearing either 
directly or indirectly upon the important and delicate questions under 
consideration and have found abundant support, as we think, 
for the conclusion we have reached, that within the meaning of (121) 
our statute, Code, sections 648-654, the conduct of the respondent | 
was a direct contempt of the court, as much so as if the assault had been 
made when the judge was sitting on the bench in open court. The in- 
sult was given and the assault made “within the verge of the court,” as | 
aptly expressed by Chief Justice Ruffin in Summers’ case. 

It may well be doubted if the case of In re Gorham, 129 N. C., 481, 
is not in conflict with that of In re Oldham, 89 N. C., 28, and does not 
virtually overrule it, though it may not in terms have done so. Indeed 
we doubt if the Oldham case can well be sustained in view of the prin- 
ciples herein stated and the authorities relied on. The Court, in that 
case, held that there was no contempt at all and that the offense could 
only be punished by indictment, while in Gorham’s case it was held that 
the attempt to corrupt a juror could be punished as for a contempt, it 
being an unlawful interference with the proceedings of the court in an 
action, which tended to defeat, impair, impede or prejudice the rights 
of a party thereto, within the meaning and intent of The Code, section 
654, subsection 3, and section 656, the only difference between the two 
cases being that, in Oldham case, the offense consisted in handing to 


119 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. ° [139 


Ex Parte McCown. 


a person summoned as a juror printed circulars containing matter cal- 
culated to prejudice the jurors against the defendant, in a cause then 
pending, with a request that he would distribute them among the jurors 
during the term, while in Gorham’s case, the offense was committed 
during the term, though in the recess of the court. We perceive no prac- 
tical difference between the two cases. Indeed, we think that in both 
cases, 1f the respondents were not guilty of a contempt, under section 
648 of The Code, which could have been punished summarily, because 
of the direct interference with the proceedings of the court and con- 
tempt of its authority, continuing to the very moment of the trial of the 
cases, Oldham, as well as Gorham, was at least guilty under sec- 
(122) tion 654, subsection 3, and section 656, upon the facts found and 
‘stated in the record. What difference can there be, under the 
latter section, between corrupting jurors during the term of the court 
and unlawfully influencing one of their number before the term, with 
the understanding that he will in turn influence his fellows during the 
term to decide a particular way? Qu fact per alum, facit per se. 
Does not the one as directly tend to pervert or defeat the administra- 
tion of justice as the other, and is not the one as much a contempt of the 
authority and dignity of the court as the other? 
In both classes of contempts, the punishment is of the same kind, 
a fine not to exceed two hundred and fifty dollars and imprisonment not 
to exceed thirty days, but in direct contempts, the proceedings are 
generally of a summary character and there is no right of appeal, the 
facts being stated in the committal, attachment or process and review- 
able by habeas corpus, while in indirect contempts the proceedings are 
commenced by citation or rule to show cause, with the right to answer 


-. and to be heard in defense, and also with the right of appeal. 


The statute provides (section 648) that direct contempts shall con- 
sist in “disorderly, contemptuous or insolvent behavior committed dur- 
ing the sitting of any court of justice, in immediate view and presence 
of the court and directly tending to interrupt its proceedings, or to im- 
pair the respect due to its authority,” and “any breach of the peace 
or noise or other disturbance tending to interrupt the proceedings of 
any court,” and these and other acts and neglects, not necessary to be 
here mentioned, are declared to be the only acts and neglects which shall 
be the subjects of contempt of court. Tested by reason and authority, 
we think the statute must be so construed as to embrace the case pre- 
sented in this record. If we thought otherwise and that resort to the 
common law is necessary to protect the judge from insult and to shield 

him against assault for his judicial acts, we would not permit the 
(123) statute to stand in our way. As said by the present Chief Justice 
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in his concurring opinion in In re Gorham, 129 N. C., 491, with 
reference to this very statute: “It cannot be justly imputed to the 
General Assembly that it passed an act intended or so worded as to 
justly mean that the administration of justice can be defeated, impaired 
and impeded. Were it possible that such an act had been passed, it would 
be our duty to declare it unconstitutional and with as great reason as 
the court has ever done so in any case.” And in this connection, other 
words of his in that opinion are equally applicable to the facts of this 
case as they were to the case then being decided: “The contempt,” 
he says, “could not be more direct or palpable if a band of armed men 
had followed the jury to the courthouse with threats of violence if their 
verdict was unfavorable, and had stood just outside the door to execute 
punishment if disappointed. It is equally a contempt of court whether 
a man meets a juror just outside the courthouse with a bribe or a blud- 
geon in his hand. If the court cannot prevent either because not done 
within the courtroom, the administration of justice is no longer free. The 
independence of the judiciary no longer exists.” While this Court will 
always be disposed to safeguard the personal liberty of .the citizen and 
enforce all constitutional guarantees in his favor even to the extreme 
limit, it must at the same time look to its own preservation, as the 
power of the court to protect itself 1s a part of the supreme law, and the 
corresponding duty plainly enjoined to exercise this power, whenever 
necessary, 1s as Imperative if not as mandatory as any other obligation 
resting upon it under the Constitution. The courts derive their au- 
thority and jurisdiction from the people through the organic law, and 
the respect of the people for and their confidence in their judges are 
absolutely essential to the maintenance of that power and authority. 
They are the foundations upon which the whole fabric rests, and 
whoever impairs either of the former to that extent threatens (124) 
the very existence of the latter. In Durham v. State, 6 Iowa, 

- 254, 1t is well said that the power given to the courts to punish for con- 
tempts is not alone for their own protection, but also for the safety and 
benefit of the public. The life, liberty and property of every. citizen are 
preserved and the true welfare of society insured and promoted in the 
preservation of this power in its proper vigor and efficiency. 

We conclude the discussion with the language of Chancellor Kent, 
when speaking of the exemption of a judge from civil liability for his 
judicial acts, which is peculiarly applicable to this case, as the prose- 
cution of a judge for a wrong, alleged to have been committed in the 
execution of his office, is assuredly less harmful than an unprovoked 
assault upon his person. “Whenever,” said the chancellor, ‘we sub- 
ject the established courts of the land to the degradation of private 
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prosecution, we subdue their independence and destroy their authority. 
Instead of being venerable before the public, they become contemptible, 
and we thereby embolden the licentious to trample upon everything 
sacred in society and to overturn those institutions which have hitherto. 
been deemed the best guardians of civil lberty.” Yates v. Lansing 5 
Johns, 282. 

The cases cited by the sina counsel are not in point. Delafield 
v. Construction Co., 115 N. C., 21; Hinton v. Ins. Co., 116 N. C., 22. 
The judge had not left the bench for the term, as in those cases it ap- 
peared he had done, but by express direction the court was kept open 
for the transaction of other business, the signing of the minutes and 
some unfinished matters. 3 

Having disposed of the legal questions involved, we cannot take leave: 
of the case without commending the able and fearless judge who pre- 
sided in the Superior Court for the perfect control and complete mastery 

of himself, which he exhibited under most trying and exasperat- 
(125) ing circumstances. His subordination of self, in deference to 

the dignity of his high office, is worthy of the highest praise and 
must command at once for him the respect, confidence and admiration 
of all. It was the best tribute he could have paid to the judiciary and 
the most perfect example he could have presented to the people of one: 
of their chosen representatives in judicial station, who, tested by the 
severest ordeal, admirably sustained its dignity and by his own sub- 
mission and self-restraint enhanced the respect due to the power and the 
majesty of the law. Guided-by the same spirit which prompted Lord 
Coke’s simple but impressive answer to his King, when he was asked 
by him out of court and in advance, what his opinion, as Chief Justice, 
would be concerning the extent of the royal prerogative, we can safely 
expect that whenever occasion requires “he will always do that which 
shall be fit for a judge to do.” In the proceeding before him, and he was 
the proper and indeed the only judge to initiate it, he was fully within 
the pale of his jurisdiction, and in all respects has proceeded in accord- 
ance with the law and in a most exemplary manner has vindicated the 
dignity and authority of his court. 

The opinion in this case is not intended, nor must it be construed, as. 
approving what is said in the authorities cited, where they go beyond 
what is actually necessary for the decision of this case. Whether it is 
a direct contempt to insult or attack a judge for any of his official acts 
after the court has adjourned for the term, is a question which, with 
others of a like character, is not presented and not within the scope of 
this decision. We pass upon what is now before us; nothing more. 


122 


N.C.] FALL TERM, 1905. 


CORPORATION COMMISSION v. R. R. 





We have not discussed the questions raised below as to the proper 
method of bringing a decision in habeas corpus proceedings into this 
court for review, whether by direct appeal or writ of certiorari, 
as all irregularities have been fully waived. In re Briggs, 185 (126) 
N. C., 118. The matter is mentioned in the hope that the law 
upon this subject may be made clear by legislative enactment, as there 
seems to be no speedy and at the same time adequate remedy in such a 
case. In some instances, although they may be rare, 1t might be proper 
to allow bail, but this is a matter which addresses itself to the wisdom 
of the Legislature and does not fall within our province. 

There is no error. The petitioner will pay the costs of the proceed- 
ing, including the costs of this Court. 

No error. 


Cited: In re Holley, 154 N. C., 169; In re Brown, 168 N. C., 420, 
423; S. v. Burnette, 173 N. C., 736; In re Croom, 175 N. C., 457; S. v. 
Tittle, ib., 745, 747; In re Parker, 177 N. C., 466, 467; Flack v. Flack, 
180 N. C., 596. 





CORPORATION COMMISSION vy. RAILROAD. 
(Filed 26 September, 1905.) 


Corporation Commission, Powers and Rules ee meee 
Scales—H idence. 


* 


1. The Legislature has the power to supervise, regulate and control the rates 
and conduct of common carriers, and this regulation may be exercised 
either directly or through a commission. 


2. Under the act creating the Corporation Commission, it has the power to re- 
quire a railroad to put in track scales at such roe as the quantity of 
business may justify it. . 


8. This power cannot be unreasonably exercised, and such orders are subject 
to review by the Superior Court and by this Court. 


4, The court or the jury, upon proper instructions, as the case may be, should 
pass upon the reasonableness and necessity of an order of the Corporation 
Commission requiring track scales to be put in. 


5. Where there was evidence that the defendant had put in track scales at 
other points where fewer car loads were shipped, and that the petitioner 
paid annually $30,000 in freight, and that the defendant offered to put 
them in if the petitioner would pay higher rates (amounting annually 
to $950, nearly the full cost of scales and of putting them in) than was 
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paid by shippers at points where scales had been put in: Held, that the 
evidence was sufficient to be submitted to the jury on the reasonableness 
and necessity of the order. 


6. The fact that the petitioner would cut and ship lumber only two more 
years from that point does not per se make the order unreasonable, when 
the petitioner had already shipped from that point for five years and had 
ten years cutting at another station on the defendant’s road, to which 
the scales could then be moved. 


%. It is not the number of shippers, but the number of car loads to be weighed, 
which is the test whether it is reasonable to have facilities for weighing 
car loads upon track scales at a station, and it is immaterial that the. . 
petition affected only one point and one shipper, 


(127) Action by State ex rel North Carolina Corporation Commis- 

sion against the Atlantic Coast Line Railroad Company, heard 
by Justice, J., and a jury, at the November Term, 1904, of Waxz. From 
the judgment rendered the plaintiff appealed. 


Attorney-General and F. A. Woodard for plaintiff. 
Junus Davis and Pou & Fuller for defendant. 


Crark, C. J. A petition was filed before the Corporation Commis- 
sion by the Dennis Simmons Lumber Company, whose plant is located 
at Elm City, asking that the defendant be required to put in track 
scales for weighing lumber shipped in carload lots from that point. It 
was in evidence that the defendant had such scales at twenty-one other 
points on its North Carolina and Virginia division, at which there were 
sawmills, among them Weldon, Tillery, Parmelee, Washington and 

Rocky Mount; that on the lumber shipped by the plaintiff at 
(128) Elm City it paid $30,385 freight in 1903, being more freight than 

was paid’ on carload shipments at several points where the de- 
fendant had put in such scales; that the scales, if put in, would cost the 
defendant about $1,000; that the defendant ood to put in such scales 
if the plaintiff would add one-fourth of a cent per 100 pounds to its 
present rate of eight cents, which would cost the plaintiff very nearly 
$950 additional per annum; that there was very little carload freight, 
requiring the use of such scales, shipped from Elm City except that 
shipped by the petitioner, and that the plaintiff had now to ship its 
lumber unweighed, and would pay freight upon its estimated weight, 
which would be corrected when the lumber was later weighed at Rocky 
Mount or Pinner’s Point, at which places en route the defendant had 
track scales; the plaintiff objected to this latter arrangement because it 
gave no opportunity to see to the correctness of the weighing, and gave 
in evidence of serious inaccuracies in the weights as thus made else- 
where and reported to them. 


124 


N.C] _ FALL TERM, 1905. 


CORPORATION COMMISSION vo. R. RB. 


Upon the above evidence the Corporation Commission found the facts. 
in accordance therewith, and ordered that “the defendant furnish track. 
scales at Elm City for the purpose of weighing all carload shipments. 
from that point.” Upon appeal by the defendant to the Superior Court 
the evidence was substantially the same except the additional fact that 
the petitioner expected to get through cutting timber at Elm City in 
two years, when its plant would be removed to Kenly, another point on 
the defendant’s road, where it would have ten years cutting, and the 
scales could be removed to that point for the same use. The plaintiff 
tendered the following issues: 

1. Is it reasonable that the Atlantic Coast Line Railroad Company be 
required for the convenience of shippers of freight to put in track scales 
at Elm City? 

2, Are track scales a necessary. convenience for the use of ship- (129) 
pers of freight at Elm City ? 

At the close of the plaintiff’s evidence the defendant offered no. 
evidence, but demurred to the plaintifi’s evidence. The plaintiff asked 
the court to instruct the jury to answer both issues “Yes.” To the 
refusal of the court to submit the issues tendered, and also to the refusal 
to instruct the jury as prayed, the plaintiff excepted. The court held 
with the defendant, on the ground as stated in the judgment, that the 
Corporation Commission “had no power under the law to make the order 
appealed from, sustained the demurrer on that ground, and reversed the 
judgment” of the Corporation Commission. 

There was error in the judgment that the Corporation Commission 
“had no power under the law to make the order appealed from.” The 
power of the Legislature to supervise, regulate and control the rates. 
and conduct of common carriers has come down to us from the remotest 
times of the common law, and that this regulation may be exercised, 
either directly. or through a commission, has been repeatedly held by this. 
Court and by the Supreme Court of the United States. R. R. Connec- 
tion Case, 187 N. C., at p. 15, and cases there cited. The contest here 
is simply and substantially a reiteration of the issue in that case, which 
is whether the State, through its Corporation Commission, has power to 
exercise a “general control and supervision of railroads” within this. 
State in their dealings with the public. 

Section 1 of the act creating the Commission provides that it “shall 
have such general control and supervision of all railroads . . . com- 
panies or corporations engaged in the carrying of freight or passengers. 

necessary to carry into effect the provisions of this act.” Sec- 
tion 2 empowers and directs the Commission “to make just and reasonable. 
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rules and regulations for the handling of freight and baggage at sta- 
tions.” Section 17 provides that “all railroad companies in this State 
shall on demand issue duplicate freight receipts to shippers, in which 
shall be stated the class or classes of freight shipped and the 
‘ 130) freight charges over the road giving the receipt.” 
A literal compliance with the last clause would require on de- 
mand of the shipper that the articles shipped be weighed in every in- 
stance, that the shipper may see for himself what he must pay. But 
inasmuch as at many stations the quantity of freight shipped in carload 
lots would make it an unnecessary burden to require at such points means 
of weighing carloads to ascertain the freight to be charged, the Corpora- 
tion Commission, under the further clause, section 2 (12), to “require 
— depot accommodations commensurate with the business and revenue” has 
not required track scales at all points, but has made reasonable rules for 
regulating, by a standing estimate, the weight in carload lots of differ- 
ent articles shipped from such stations. But this is not in derogation 
of the right and duty of the Commission to require track scales or other 
proper facilities for weighing carload freight to be put in at such points 
as the quantity of business may justify it. The Commission can order new 
depots (Laws 1899, ch. 164, sec. 2, (12), established wherever they are 
needed, R. R. v. Minn., 193 U. S., 63, and of course has the lesser power to 
require proper facilities at those already established. This subsection pro- 
vides that the Commission may require “the erection of re accommo- 
dations commensurate with such business and revenue.’ 

The traffic manager of the defendant on the trial before the ieee 
tion Commission, in his evidence, rested his opposition largely upon the 
ground that he “did not wish a precedent set that the Corporation Com- 
mission could order track scales put in anywhere, because they might 
order them at points: where the business would not justify it.” His 
defense and the judgment below are to the same effect, 2. ¢., a denial of 
the power of the Corporation Commission to require such accommoda- 

tions to be rendered the public. But this is error. The power 
(131) does exist. It cannot be unreasonably exercised, and such orders 

are subject to review by the Superior Court and by this Court. 
The court should have left the reasonableness of the order to the jury 
upon proper instructions as to the law. The ruling that the Commis- 
sion “had no power” to make such orders deprived the complainant 
of any opportunity of presenting his contentions as to the reasonableness 
of the order for review. The trafic manager’s view (which was sus- 
tained by the court below) leaves such orders absolutely to the railroad’s 
own will and pleasure, and if its refusal 1s unreasonable and unjust 
_ there would be no correction. 
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It was precisely for this reason that the Corporation Commission was 
created, an impartial body representing neither the shipper nor the rail- 
road, to supervise and control the operations of these great corporations 
that justice may be done shippers and the public by reasonable orders 
and requirements, such orders being subject, if unreasonable, to review .- 
by the same tribunals which protect and safeguard the lives, the liberty 
and the property of every citizen in the land—the courts with their 
juries and judges. It is in this way that a demand like that made by 
the petitioner in this case shall be held reasonable or unreasonable, and 
not by the arbitrary and irreviewable decision of the defendant. It would 
be as just to place the granting of the demand in the irreviewable power 
of the shipper as to give the refusal of the request to the other party. 
The Corporation Commission was created as an impartial tribunal to 
decide such matters, “to have general control and supervision of all rail- 
road . . . companies or corporations, and of all other corporations 
engaged in carrying freight or passengers.” “Track scales” are not spe- 
cifically mentioned in the act, but there is the power to “require depot 
accommodations commensurate with the business and revenue” at the 
respective stations and to require “repairs or additions” to any station, 
“the removal or establishment of a station,” the raising or lower- 
ing the tracks, etc., to promote the “convenience or accommoda- (132) 
tion of the public.” There was no intention to give a schedule 
of the thousands of appliances used in handling the business of common 
carriers, nor to enumerate the countless dealings between them and their 
patrons, which such Commission should supervise. The clearly declared 
purpose was to put the control and supervision of the whole matter in 
the hands of an impartial commission, with power to make reasonable | 
rules and orders, subject to the right of appeal by either party, the ship- 
per or the carrier, to the courts, instead of leaving such panes to the. 
unrestricted will of one party—the carrier. 

This appeal rests solely upon the denial of power to make any order 
in the premises. It cannot be said that there was no evidence tending 
to show that the order was reasonable. The defendant had put in track 
scales at other points where fewer carloads were shipped. It offered 
to put in the scales if the petitioner would pay higher rates (amounting 
annually to nearly the full cost of scales and of putting them in) than 
was paid by shippers at points where such scales had been put in. In- 
deed this was a discrimination against the petitioner. The petitioner 
had for five years been denied its request for like facilities with the sta- 
tions shipping less lumber, and-it should not be deemed unreasonable 
per se to order such facilities because only two years remained. Besides, 
the defendant could remove the scales when no longer needed. At least 
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there was evidence to submit the reasonableness of the order to the jury. 
Under the statute “depot accommodations should be commensurate with 
the business and revenue.” Certainly it would have been a discrimina- 
tion to have required, as the defendant proposed, that the defendant 
would put in the scales in consideration of adding one-fourth cent to 

the rate of eight cents per cwt. now charged the petitioner, being 
( 133) about $950 per year for weighing (as was the defendant’s duty) 

the petitioner’s lumber. The petitioner was not unreasonable in 
asking that the lumber be weighed there instead of at Pinner’s Point, 
especially in view of the admission that the weights at the latter Sout 
as reported thence, had varied near twenty-five per cent carload on the 
same class of Tumaber. 

The defendant pressed the soind that this petition “aftected only one 
point and one shipper,” and was, therefore, a discrimination. All such 
petitions and orders must nécesenils apply to the one station where the 
additional facility is demanded. If the defendant itself was passing 
upon the application it would only consider the necessity for it at that 
point. It would be unreasonable to the defendant to apply such order 
to all stations. Nor is it material to the defendant that the $30,895 
freight was paid on carload lots shipped by one shipper, there being only 
forty-two carloads shipped by others. It is not the number of shippers 
but the number of carloads to be weighed which is the test whether it 1s 
reasonable to have facilities for weighing carloads upon track scales at 
that point. The petitioner itself consists of several persons. It is not to 
be discriminated against because it is a corporation. | 

We were more inclined to be impressed with the argument that the 
petitioner would only cut lumber two years longer at that point, but on 
the other hand the petitioner had already shipped lumber from that 
point for five years, during much of which time they had been in vain 
asking this facility that they might see their lumber weighed and the 
freight for the two years to come to be paid by the petitioner would be 
over $60,000, which would well seem to justify the furnishing track 
scales at a cost of one thousand dollars (which the defendant had put in 
at several points making smaller shipments), especially taken in connec- 

tion with the further evidence that the petitioner has ten years 
(134) cutting at Kenly, another station on the defendant’s road, to which 

the track scales can then be moved if the carload shipments at 
Elm City will not justify keeping them there. 

It was error to hold that the Corporation Commission “had no power” 
to make the order, and it was also error to refuse to submit to the jury 
the issues tendered by the plaintiff as to the reasonableness of the order 
and the necessity for such appliances for shippers of freight at Elm City. 
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Not only was the plaintiff’s request to submit issues as to the reason- 
-ableness and necessity for the order refused by the court, but the court 
did not pass upon them itself, for, instead of ruling upon the defendant’s 
demurrer to the evidence upon its merits, the court held ex mero motu 
that the Commission had no jurisdiction of such cause of action and no 
cause of action was stated, for it reversed the order on the ground, as 
stated in the judgment, because “the Corporation Commission had no 
power to make the order applied for.” If such ruling was error, we must 
so hold, for it is the only question presented by the appeal, and the case 
must go back that the court or the jury, upon proper instructions, as the 
case may be, may pass upon the reasonableness and necessity of the order 
in controversy. This is not the case where a demurrer to the evidence 
is sustained on the merits, but here the ruling that the Corporation Com- 
mission had no jurisdiction because of want of power in fact cut the 
court off from any ruling upon the demurrer to the evidence. 

It may be that upon the reinstatement of the case and trial the defend- 
ant may be able to put in evidence presenting sufficient reasons why the 
order sought is not reasonable and just, or in the lapse of time since, the 
timber may have been cut off so that the scales are not needed (if so, of 
course a nonsuit will be taken), or it may be that the petitioner or others 
at that station may have acquired timber making the scales necessary. 
These will be appropriate matters to put in evidence at such trial (if the 
application for the order is not withdrawn), but do not affect the 
sole point before us, whieh is as to the power of the Corporation (135) 
Commission to make the order. The ruling in effect was that there 
was a defect of jurisdiction in that the Corporation Commission had no 
power to make such order, and was 

_ Error. 


Cited: Industrial Siding Case, 140 N. C., 240; Dewey v. R. R., 142 
N. C., 899; Griffin v. R. &., 150 N.C., 314. | 





BUNN v. BRASWELL. © 
(Filed 26 September, 1905.) 
iM ortgagor and Mortgagee—Possession by Mortgagor—Statute of 
Limatations—C onsent Judgments. 


A consent judgment providing that the defendant has an equity to redeem 
the land upon the payment to the plaintiff of $600, on or before the first 
day of October next, and if this payment is made on or before that day 
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the plaintiff will convey said land to the defendant, but in case of failure 
to pay within the time limited, the defendant shall stand absolutely de- 
barred and foreclosed of and from any and all equity or other estate, 
established the relation of mortgagor and mortgagee, and notwithstanding 
the provision of strict foreclosure that relation continued to exist after 
the day of forfeiture and under section 152 (3) of The Code, ten years 
possession of the defendant, after default, bars the plaintiff. 


Aotion by Anna B, Bunn against L. C. Braswell and others, heard by 
W. Rk. Allen, J., upon an agreed statement of facts, at May Term, 
1905, of Nasu. 

At the October Term, 1888, of Nasu, N. W. Boddie recovered judg- 
ment by default against Exum Braswell, adjudging him to be the owner 
and entitled to the possession of the tract of land in controversy. At the 
Spring Term, 1889, upon a motion to set the judgment aside, it was, by 

consent, adjudged “that said judgment is so far modified as to 
(136) declare that the defendant has an equity to redeem the land de- 

scribed in the complaint upon the payment to the plaintiff of six 
hundred dollars and interest from date, and the cost of this action, on or 
before the first day of October next, and if this payment is made in full 
on or before that day the plaintiff will convey the said premises to the 
defendant, but in case of his failure to make such payment within the 
time limited the defendant shall stand absolutely debarred and fore- 
closed of and from any and all equity or other estate or interest in the 
premises. The former judgment, however, remains in full force so far 
as it declares that the plaintiff is the owner and entitled to the possession 
of said land, and if necessary the clerk will issue a writ of possession.” 
Exum Braswell remained in possession until his death, when the defend- 
ant, who succeeded to such possession and rights as he had, continued 
therein until the institution of the action and other proceedings set forth 
in the transcript. Upon the death of N. W. Boddie his rights in respect 
to said land vested in the plaintiff. On 14 April, 1900, a civil action 
was instituted in the Superior Court by Mrs. L. C. Boddie, who then 
represented the title of N. W. Boddie, deceased, against Exum Braswell. 
In the complaint filed therein the plaintiff avers ownership in herself 
and wrongful possession by defendant. At the Spring Term, 1900, judg- 
ment by default was entered. At the Spring Term, 1901, the heirs at 
law of Braswell were permitted to come in and make themselves parties 
defendant; the judgment was set aside and defendants allowed to file 
answer. They answer, averring that the judgment of Spring Term, 
1889, in the original action, was a final settlement of the rights of the 
parties, and that the terms thereof were complied with by Exum Bras- 
well, by paying the sum therein adjudged to be due N. W. Boddie. They 
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also pleaded the ten years statute as a bar to the action. On 29 Novem- 
ber, 1901, upon application of the plaintiff, the clerk of the Superior 
Court of said county made an order directing that a writ of 
assistance issue upon the judgment of Spring Term, 1889; pur- (137) 
-suant thereto such writ was issued to the sheriff of said county, 
commanding him to eject the defendants from said land and put the 
plaintiffs in possession thereof. The defendants thereupon made a 
motion before the said clerk to withdraw said writ, for that more than 
ten years had elapsed since the rendition of said judgment; that no 
execution had issued thereon; that no notice had been given of the motion 
for the issuance of said writ; that the judgment was barred by the statute 
of limitations. The nian te respondents to said motion, filed answer 
to the affidavit upon which the motion was made, admitting the matters 
of record and denying that the possession of the defendants or their 
ancestor was or had been adverse to the plaintiffs. The said answer set 
forth “that the relation established by the judgment (of Spring Term, 
1889) between the plaintiff and defendant was that of mortgagor and 
mortgagee, with the mortgagor in possession and clothed with the right 
to redeem under said decree of strict foreclosure”; that the heirs of 
Exum Braswell took subject to the rights of N. W. Boddie. The clerk 
withdrew the writ, and plaintiff appealed to the judge. The original 
action and appeal coming on for hearing, by consent the two records 
were consolidated and heard at the May Term of Nash Superior Court, 
where judgment was rendered for plaintiffs, to which defendants ex- 
cepted and appealed. No evidence of payment of the $600 was intro- 
duced. , 


F.S. Spruill for plainteff. 
Austin & Grantham for defendants. 


Connor, J., sesh stating the facts: There is nothing in the complaint 
filed in the action of Fall Term, 1888, to indicate the source or quality 
of the title of N. W. Boddie. The fidginent of Spring Term, | 
1889, being by consent, is to be construed as any other contract (138) 
of the parties. It constitutes the agreement of the parties made 
a matter of record by the court at their request. Gaston, J., in Wilcox v. 
Wilcox, 36 N. C., 36, says that a consent judgment “is the decree of the 
parties.” Ddllard, J., in Hdney v. Edney, 81 N. C., 1, says: “A decree 
by consent is the decree of the parties put on file with the sanction and 
permission of the court; and in such decrees the parties acting for them- 
selves may provide as to them seems best concerning the subject-matter | 
of the litigation.” Vaughan v. Gooch, 92 N. C., 524. 
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The judgment is therefore to be construed in the same way as if the 
parties had entered into the contract by writing duly signed and de- 
livered. The plaintiff, in her answer to the motion to withdraw the 
execution, contended that the relation established between the parties 
by the judgment was that of mortgagor and mortgagee, the defendant 
being the mortgagor in possession. The defendants in this Court make 
the same contention, while the plaintiff here insists that the judgment 
established the relation of vendor and vendee, the vendee being in pos- 
session. The learned counsel calls our attention to the provision that 
the plaintiff is declared to be the owner of the land, and upon payment 
of the amount fixed is directed to convey it to the defendant. This, he 
insists, excludes the idea that the defendant was the owner and the plain- 
tiff the mortgagee. There is certainly much force in this view. On the 
other hand ‘the defendant’s counsel, in their well-considered brief and 
excellent oral argument, contend that the declaration that the defendant 
“has an equity to redeem the land,” shows clearly that the relation of 
mortgagor and mortgagee at that time and theretofore existed between 
the parties, and not that he was, by the judgment, given such equity; 
that the judgment was a recognition of the existence thereof. They 
further insist that the term “equity to redeem” is well defined and appli- 

cable to no other relation than that of mortgagor and mortgagee. 
(139) From this position counsel contend that, notwithstanding the 

provision in. the judgment that upon failure to pay the amount 
fixed by 1 October, 1889, the defendant shall be forever debarred and 
foreclosed of any equity, ete., in said lands, the relation continued to 
exist, and that after default the possession of the defendant continued | 
to be that of mortgagor and not tenant, and that at the end of ten years 
the plaintiff was barred by subsection 3, section 152 of The Code. This 
defense is not based upon the idea that the possession of Braswell was 
adverse to the plaintiff. It is conceded that the authorities cited by 
plaintiff in her answer to the motion to withdraw the execution sustain 
the position that the possession of the mortgagor 1s not adverse to the 
mortgagee. Parker v. Banks, 79 N. C., 480. The plaintiff contends 
that after default the defendant was the tenant of the plaintiff at suffer- 
ance, and that, until by some unequivocal act on his part, the character 
of his tenure could not be changed. We do not think that in any aspect 
of the case the question of adverse possession arises. It has been found 
difficult to define, satisfactorily, the tenure of the mortgagor in posses- 
sion. Rodman, J.,in Jones v. Hill, 64 N. C., 198, said: “If a mortgagor 
remains in possession after the forfeiture of the property, he remains 
only by permission of the mortgagee. In such case the mortgagor has 
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sometimes been called a tenant at will or sufferance and sometimes a 
trespasser, but he is properly neither, his position cannot be more accu- 
rately defined than by calling him a mortgagor in possession, but he may 
be ejected at any time by the mortgagee without notice.” Do the terms 
of the judgment of Spring Term, 1889, establish the relation of mort- 
gagor and mortgagee? In discussing the character of an instrument 
involving the same question Ruffin, C. J., said: “The case is not free 
from doubt upon the first point. The character of the conveyance is to 
be determined by the intention of the parties, and if that, however 
ascertained, was that it should operate as a cy, the court 

so regards it, and the debtor will be entitled to redeem.” Gills v. ( 140) 
Martin, 17 N. O47? 

In Wilson v. Weston: 57 N. C., 349, the deed provided: “The said 
Wilson shall have the privilege of redeeming . . . by paying the 
said Weston . . . the said sum of $35, on or before the expiration 
of six months.” Ruffin, J., said: “There may be in some cases much 
difficulty in distinguishing between a mortgage and a conditional sale; 
but there are very decisive evidences of the true character of this trans- 
action. The deed of itself imports prima facie a security and not a sale, 

by the proviso for the privilege of redeeming the negroes, which, between 
these parties, is equivalent to a technical condition on which an.equity 
of redemption would arise, as denoting the intent of the parties.” 
Mason v. Hearne, 45 N. C., 88; Robinson v. Willoughby, 65 N. C., 520, 
Rodman, J., saying: “If a transaction be a mortgage in substance, the 
most solemn engagement to the contrary made at the time cannot deprive 
the debtor of his right to redeem; such a case being on grounds of equity 
an exception to the maxim ‘modus et conventio vincunt legem.’” It 
is to be regretted that for the purpose of aiding us in construing the 
terms. of the contract or agreement of the parties, as embodied in the 
consent judgment, we have no evidence or information in regard to the 
status of the title prior to the judgment of Fall Term, 1888. The de- 
fendants, in their affidavit made before the clerk, say that Exum Bras-_ 
well, hem ancestor, owned and had possession of the land since 1833. 
Whether | Mr. Boddie ever owned the land or how he acquired a right to 
it, or to have $600 paid him as a condition upon which he was to convey 
it to Braswell, does not appear. The term “right to redeem” is appro- 
priate to express the right, interest or estate of a mortgagor, and not a 
vendee. When we speak of the interest of one in or right to real estate 
as an. nequity of redemption,” which is synonymous with “right to 
redeem,” we understand that reference is made to the status of a 
mortgagor, not a vendee.. . We are also impressed, with the ex- (141) 
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pression that the defendant “has a right to redeem”; the language clearly 
conveys the idea that some such relation, in respect to the land, then 
existed between the parties. The judgment of Fall Term, 1888, is not 
inconsistent with the suggestion that the plaintiff’s title was not absolute 
but subject to the right to redeem. The judgment of Fall Term, 1888, 
and the consent judgment when read together, as they should be, to 
ascertain the intention of the parties, is consistent with the contention 
of the defendant. Watkins v. Williams, 123 N. C.,170. The mortgagee 
is the owner, and in an action for that purpose entitled to the possession 
of the mortgaged estate. Upon a careful consideration of the terms of 
the consent judgment in the light of the authorities we are of the opinion 
that the relation of mortgagor and mortgagee was recognized, or at least 
established. The plaintiff insists that, conceding this to be true, the 
judgment expressly declares that upon failure to pay the debt on or 
before 1 October, 1889, the defendant shall be barred and foreclosed of 
his right or equity to redeem; that by this provision in the judgment 
there was a strict foreclosure; that after the day fixed the default of the 
defendant deprived him of any and all interest in the land. In that 
view his possession was either adverse, in which case the plaintiff would 
not be barred until the expiration of twenty years or the possession was 
permissive, and no length of time would bar the entry of the plaintiff. 
Treating the judgment as the agreement of the parties, in what respect 
does it differ from a common law mortgage, in which it 1s always pro- 
vided that upon default “the said deed and every part thereof shall 
- remain in full force and effect?’ It was to prevent the hardship grow- 
ing out of the forfeiture wrought by the terms of the deed in a court of 
law that equity came to the relief of the mortgagor and permitted him 

to redeem, notwithstanding the forfeiture, by paying the debt 
(142) within a reasonable time. In this way the right to redeem came 

into existence, and from this purely equitable right, or right to 
relief in equity, was evolved the mortgagor’s equity of redemption, which 
came to be and is now recognized as an estate or interest in the land, 
subject to sale under execution, to dower and many other incidents of a 
legal estate in land. Courts of equity, for the purpose of preserving 
without impairment this right to redeem notwithstanding the forfeiture, 
refused to recognize or enforce agreements, made at the time of the execu- 
tion of the mortgage, releasing or in any manner depriving the mort- 
gagor of his equity. From this refusal of the chancellors the maxim 
came into existence, “Once a mortgage always a mortgage,” which has 
been strictly adhered to by the courts in England and this country, so 
that it is a well-settled doctrine that by no agreement made by the 
parties can the equity of redemption be destroyed. While in exceptional 
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cases the Court would render a decree of strict foreclosure, it was only 
done where it clearly appeared that the rights or interest of the mort- 
gagor were not injuriously affected. Ruffin, C. J., in Gillis v. Martin, 
supra, after holding that the instrument before the Court was a mort- 
gage, said: “But no agreement at the time of the contract that the pur- 
chaser shall, in default of the debtor, become absolute owner even at an 
increased price, is permitted by the Court to bar redemption, 1f the sub- 
ject was once redeemable.” The principle is strongly stated by Mr. 
Justice Field in Peugh v. Davis, 96 U. S., 332: “It is also an established 
doctrine that an equity of redemption is inseparably connected with a 
- mortgage; that is to say, so long as the instrument is one of security the 
borrower has in a court of equity a right to redeem the property upon 
payment of the loan. This right cannot be waived or abandoned by any 
stipulation of the parties made at the time, even if embodied in the 
mortgage. This is a doctrine from which a court of equity never 
deviates. Its maintenance is deemed essential to the protection of 

the debtor, who, under pressing necessities, will often submit to (143) 
ruinous conditions, expecting or hoping to be able to repay the 

loan at its maturity, and thus prevent the condition from being enforced 
and the property sacrificed.” In Macauley v. Smith, 182 N. Y., 524, 
Landon, J., said: “The agreement to turn a mortgage into an absolute 
deed in case of default is one that finds no favor In equity. The maxim 
‘Once a mortgage always a mortgage’ governs the case.” In Jones on 
Mortgages, Vol. 1, sec. 251, it is said: “Generally every one may re- 
nounce any privilege or surrender any right he has; but an exception is 
made in favor of debtors who have mortgaged their property, for the 
reason that their necessities often drive them to make ruinous conces- 
sions in order to raise money.” This Court has always rigidly enforced 
the maxim invoked by the defendants. Ruffin, C. J., in Fleming v. Sit- 
ton, 21 N. C., 621, speaking of the parties in foreclosure suits, says: 
“Of late years a beneficial practice has gained favor until it may be con- 
sidered established in this country not absolutely to foreclose in any 
case, but to sell the mortgaged premises and apply the proceeds in satis- 
faction of the debt.” Jones on Mortgages, sec. 1538, et seg. Treating 
the consent judgment as the agreement of the parties, rather than the 
judicial determination of their rights, we are brought to the conclusion 
that notwithstanding the provision of strict foreclosure the relation of 
mortgagor and mortgagee continued to exist between them. The ques- 
tion next arises whether the plaintiff is barred by the statute of limita- 
tions. Prior to The Code a presumption of abandonment arose which 
precluded a mortgagee from maintaining a bill to foreclose a mortgage 
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after ten years from default, when the mortgagor was permitted to 
remain in possession, making no payment on the debt, Brown v. Beck- 
nall, 58 N. C., 423, because, as said by Pearson, C. J., “One who sleeps 
on his right for ten years either has arranged it in some way or ought 
to lose it because of his negligence.” By section 152, subsection 
(144) 38, an action to foreclose a mortgage is barred after ten years 
from the forfeituré, when the mortgagor has been in possession 
of the property. The condition which formerly raised a presumption 
of abandonment now constitutes an absolute bar to the enforcement of 
the mortgage. It would seem, therefore, that the plaintiff can neither 
have a writ of possession upon the consent judgment nor maintain an 
action of ejectment for the land. It may be that the plaintiff may be 
able to show a payment on the debt or other recognition of it, preventing 
the operation of the statute. The case was heard by his Honor upon 
the record. The judgment must be reversed and the case remanded with 
permission to the plaintiff, if so advised, to amend her complaint by 
asking for a decree of foreclosure by a sale of the property. The de 
fendants may then interpose such defenses as they may be advised, so 
that the rights of the parties may be settled in aecordance with this 
opinion. It is so ordered. 
Error. 


Cited: S. c., 142 N. C., 114; Rogers v. Sluder, 148 N. C., 46; Wilson 
v. Fisher, 148 N. C., 5389; Harrison v. Dill, 169 N. C., 545; Holloway v. 
Durham, 176 N. C., 553; In re Chisholm, ib., 212; Morris v. Patterson, 
180 N. C., 489. | | 





(145) 
CARRAWAY v. LASSITER. 


(Filed 26 September, 1905.) 


Sale of Land for Assets—Executors and Administrators—Parties—Ap- 
pointment of Guradian ad litem—Powers of Court—Purchasers at 
J udveval Sales—Caveat—Fraud. 


1. The approval by the judge of the clerk’s findings of fact is conclusive, un- 
less the exception, for that there is no evidence to sustain them, can be 
sustained. 

2. A person indebted cannot, by devising his lands, upon contingent limita- 
‘tions to parties not in esse, prevent their sale for payment of his debts 
until all who may by possibility take are born or every possible con- 
_ tingency is at an end. 
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. In a special proceeding by an executor to sell the lands of his testatrix to 


make assets to pay her debts, a devisee (without children), to whom 
the entire estate was given for life, remainder to such children as she 
might leave surviving, and in default of issue to an asylum, represented 
the entire title for the purpose of enabling the Court to proceed in the 
cause, and children thereafter born to her are bound by the judgment. 


. The Superior Court has, independently of The Code, the power to appoint 


a guardian ad litem for an infant defendant, and it may at any time 
during the progress of the cause, for sufficient reason looking to the 
proper protection of the infant’s interests, remove a guardian thereto- 
fore appointed and name some other person, and the clerk who acts as and 
for the court may do the same in special proceedings pending before him. 


. In a special proceeding by an executor to sell lands, the clerk has power 


to appoint a guardian ad litem for an infant defendant, where the execu- 
tor was the general guardian of such infant. 


. Where a petition for license to sell land was filed on October 12th, and the 


clerk, on the 15th day of the same month and before any summons was 
issued, made an order appointing a guardian ad litem, this was irregular, 
but the service of process upon the infant defendant and the guardian 
ad litem, followed by the filing of an answer by him, cured the irregu- 
larity in the order of appointment. 


. In the absence of fraud, a purchaser at a judicial sale is only required 


to see that the Court has jurisdiction of the person and the subject-matter 
for his protection. 


. The failure to appoint a guardian ed litem for a minor husband does not 


affect the validity of a decree of sale of land, where such husband had no 
interest in the land, his wife having but a life estate. 


. In the absence of an order to suspend further proceedings upon the filing 


of a caveat, as provided by section 2160 of The Code, the acts of the 
executor in filing a petition or proceeding with the sale of the land were 
not void nor were the rights of purchasers affected. 


10. The fact that litigation was pending in regard to the title to a portion 


of the land sold, and that by reason thereof and the pendency of a caveat, 
_ persons were restrained from bidding for the land, would not constitute 
ground for setting the judgment, etc., aside; such matters could only be 


- considered in a separate action to attack the proceeding and sale for 
fraud. . . 


Tris is a motion in the cause by G. W. Carraway and wife (146) 
against T. U. Lassiter and others, to set aside an order of sale 

and the decree of confirmation made in a special proceeding lately pend- 
ing in Grepne, heard by Bryan, J., at chambers, at New Bern, on 6 
January, 1905, upon appeal from certain findings and orders of the 
clerk of the Superior Court. From a judgment approving and confirm- 
ing the findings of fact and the orders of the clerk the plaintiff appealed. 
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G@. M. Lindsay and A. D. Ward for plaintiffs. 
Galloway & Albritton and Jarvis & Blow for defendants. 


Connor, J. This case, entitled in the transcript sent to this Court 
“Carraway v. Lassiter,’ is a motion in a cause lately pending in the 
Superior Court of Greznz, in which R. L. Davis, executor of 
(147) L. V. Whitehead, is plaintiff (petitioner), and Geo. W. Carra- 

way and wife, Inez, and others, are defendants. The plaintiff, 
R. L. Davis, executor, instituted the original proceeding by filing a peti- 
tion in said court in the usual form, asking for license to sell a portion 
of the lands of his testatrix to make assets to pay her debts, etc., pur- 
suant to sections 1436 et seg. of The Code. The record contains over two 
hundred pages of printed matter, a large portion of which is irrelevant 
and immaterial. The facts, as we gather them from the petition, answer 
and findings of the clerk, material to a decision of the questions raised 
by the exceptions of the petitioners, are: Mrs. L. V. Whitehead, late of 
the county of Greene, died on 14 December, 1895, seized and possessed 
of a plantation in said county containing 1100 acres, known as the 
“Streator Place.” She left a last will and testament devising and be- 
queathing her entire estate, real and personal, to her granddaughter 
Inez for life, remainder to such children as she might leave surviving, 
and in default of issue, to the Oxford Orphan Asylum, naming R. L. 
Davis executor and guardian to her said grandchild, who was then a 
minor. The said will was duly admitted to probate in common form, 
and the said Davis duly qualified as executor thereto. He was also ap- 
pointed and qualified as guardian to the said Inez. Thereafter a caveat 
to said will was filed by the next of kin, and the issue raised duly dock- 
eted in the Superior Court of Greene County on 6 March, 1896. At the 
time of her death the said L. V. Whitehead was indebted in an amount 
exceeding $4,000, the payment of which was secured by mortgages on the 
said land. On or about 12 October, 1896, the said Davis, executor, filed 
his petition in the Superior Court of said county, containing the aver- 
ments prescribed by the statute and asking for an order to sell 846 
acres, being a portion of said land. The remaining portion contained 

the dwelling house and improvements. The said Inez had, prior 
(148) to the filing of said petition and during her minority, intermar- 

ried with Geo. W. Carraway, who was also a minor, being about 
twenty years of age. Upon the filing of said petition, it appearing that 
the said Davis was both executor and guardian, he asked that some suit- 
able person be appointed guardian ad litem for his ward, ete. On 12 
October, 1896, and before any summons had issued, the clerk made an 
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order appointing T. E. Barrow guardian ad litem for said infant defend- 
ants. The petition named as defendants the said Inez and her husband, 
J. L. Wooten and wife, who held mortgages on said land, and the Orphan 
Asylum. On 15 October, 1896, the clerk issued a summons directed to 
the sheriff of said county, commanding him to summon the defendants, 
Inez and her husband, J. L. Wooten and wife, the Orphan Asylum and 
the said T. E. Barrow, guardian ad litem, to appear and answer the 
petition on 6 November, 1896. The petition is lost and the facts in 
regard thereto are found by the clerk upon the affidavits of the former 
clerk and the attorney who filed the same. The order appointing the 
guardian ad: litem and the summons are in the judgment roll. The 
sheriff made a return of said summons, stating that he had served the 
same on the defendants Carraway and wife by reading it to them, and 
on T. E. Barrow, guardian ad litem, by delivering a copy. The sum- 
mons on J. L. Wooten and wife was served by the sheriff of Pitt County. 
There is no record of any service on the Orphan Asylum. On the 
return of the summons the said guardian ad litem filed his answer, drawn 
by the clerk and signed by said guardian, admitting the allegations of 
the petition. This paper is lost. On 6 November, 1896, the clerk made 
an order, reciting that. proper service of the summons had been made on 
all the parties defendant, and that the guardian ad litem had filed an 
answer, directing “the sale of the land described in the petition,” after 
duly advertising the same, and that the executor make report to the 
court, etc. This order is on file. The said executor filed his 

report, stating that pursuant to said order (inadvertently refer- (149) 
ring to it as having been made on 13 November) he had sold the 

lands on 7 December, 1896, at public auction at the courthouse door in 
Snow Hill, after duly advertising the same, and that T. U. Lassiter was 
the last and highest bidder at the sum of $4,000, which was a full and 
fair price therefor; that he was ready to comply with his bid, ete. The 
executor recommended that the sale be confirmed. On 18 December, 
1896, the clerk made an order confirming said sale, in which it was 
recited that due and legal service of summons was made on all the defend- 
ants, and that they had admitted in their answers the allegations of the 
petition, ete. He directed the executor to collect the purchase money © 
and make title to the purchaser. The purchaser paid the purchase 
money and the executor executed to him a deed for said lands, dated 30 
December, 1896, which was recorded on 30 December, 1897. The order 
of confirmation was approved by the resident judge of the district on 
26 December, 1896. The clerk finds that the attorney for the petitioner 
did not have any conversation with the guardian in regard to his ap- 
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pointment or the preparation or filing of his answer. Nor did the peti- 
tioner attempt to use any undue influence to induce him to accept the 
guardianship. That said T. U. Lassiter was bona fide purchaser of said 
land for full value and without any notice of any irregularity, if there 
was any, in the special proceedings under and by virtue of which the land 
was sold; that the sale was fair and open, and the land brought its full © 
market value at the time of sale; that Lassiter had no notice of any 
irregularity in the proceeding or of any cloud upon the title, nor of any 
other matter or thing, if there was any, which prevented him from 
getting a good title; that he bid on said land at the urgent request of 
Geo. W: Carraway, husband of Inez, and that he became the purchaser, 
, believing that he would get a good title under the decree of the 
(150) court; that the personal estate of the said L. C. Whitehead was 

insufficient to pay her debts; that it was necessary to sell the land 
for that purpose; that the petition set out a description of the portion of 
the land to be sold. The petition contains a number of allegations and 
records referring to litigation pending in Pitt County at the time of her 
death, by and against Mrs. Whitehead, in regard to her property. It 
is charged that one of said actions affected the title to a portion of the 
lands sold by the executor. It also appears that on 12 April, 1897, Las- 
siter sold and conveyed to R. L. Davis 330 acres of the Streater place 
for about $5 per acre. There is no evidence tending to show any agree- 
ment prior to or at the time of the sale, or during the pendency of the 
proceeding between Davis and Lassiter, in regard to the purchase of any 
portion of the land by Davis. They both expressly deny any such agree- 
ment. It appears that prior to December, 1897, the said Geo. W. Carra- 
way, having attained his majority, qualified as guardian of his wife. 
At the December Term, 1897, R. L. Davis, executor, the said Carraway 
and wife, and Carraway as guardian, were made parties to one of the 
actions pending in Pitt Superior Court, and that they were also parties 
to an action pending in Greene Superior Court. At the time the petition 
was filed by R. L. Davis, executor, Mrs. Carraway had no issue. A ¢hild 
was born to her on 18 November, 1896; the said child died in its in- 
fancy. Davis, executor, filed his final account 7 November, 1899, show- 
ing the receipt and disbursement of the proceeds of the land sold by 
him. On 7 November, 1904, this petition was filed by Geo. W. Carra- 
way and wife and their children, all of whom were born subsequent to 
the final decree in Davis, Ex., v. Carraway. The purchaser, Lassiter, 
and R. L. Davis filed their answers to said petition and the motion was 
heard by the clerk upon the petition, answers, affidavits and oral testi- 
mony. He found the facts as set forth and refused the motion. The 
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petitioners noted a number of exceptions to the rulings of the (151) 
clerk, and appealed to the judge of the district, who overruled 
the exceptions, approved the findings of the clerk, and affirmed his 
judgment. Petitioners excepted and appealed. . 

_ The petitioners except to a number of the clerk’s findings for that there. 
is no evidence to sustain them. The approval by the judge of the find- 
ings is conclusive, unless the exceptions can be sustained. We have 
read with care all of the affidavits, exhibits and admissions. In our 
opinion there is not only evidence to sustain the clerk, but in respect to 
the most material matters it is ample and uncontradicted. The excep- 
tions cannot be sustained. In regard to the compromise of the litiga- 
tion respecting Mrs. Whitehead’s estate, the record shows that prior to 
the settlement the husband of Mrs. Carraway had qualified as her 
guardian and had been made a party thereto, together with his wife; 
that all parties were represented by learned and eminent counsel. The 
judgment of compromise indicates a careful regard for the rights of all 
parties. We find nothing in the record to sustain the suggestion that the 
debts paid by the executor from the proceeds of the land were not bona 
fide or the mortgages valid. The final account of the executor shows 
that they were paid and the estate duly and honestly administered. 
These matters are material only upon the assumption that the proceed- 
ings under which the land was sold are irregular, in which event it 
would be proper to inquire whether the petitioners show such merit as 
make it the duty of the Court to set aside the judgments rendered in the 
cause. Stancill vr. Gay, 92 N. C., 455. It appears that since the filing 
of this petition Mrs. Carraway has died. The petitioners are not parties 
to the original proceeding; they claim title to the land as remaindermen 
after the termination of the life estate of Mrs. Carraway under the will 
of Mrs. Whitehead. If, as they contend, they are not bound by the 
judgment, they may not be heard to attack it, Hinsdale v. Haw- 
ley, 89 N. C., 87, Knott v. Taylor, 99 N. C., 511. Being of (152) 
opinion, however, that they are bound, we proceed to consider 
their’ exceptions. If the proceeding had been one in which the life 
tenant had, for any proper reason, invoked the aid of the court to sell 
the land, as for partition, only those who were parties, either personally 
or by representation, would be bound by the decree. The proceeding is 
based upon the theory that the executor is by order of the court selling 
the lands of his testatrix which are subject to the payment of her debts, 
and the devisees or heirs at law are brought in that they may show cause 
why he may not have license to do so.. If the petitioners had been in esse 
at the time the proceeding was instituted it would have been necessary 
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to divest their interest to make them parties. It cannot be that a person 
indebted may, by devising his lands, upon contingent limitations to 
parties not in esse prevent their sale for the payment of his debts until 
all who may by possibility take are born or every possible contingency 
is atanend. Mrs. Carraway, for the purpose of enabling the court to 
proceed in the cause, represented the entire title, and children thereafter 
born to her are bound by the judgment. The child born 18 November, 
1896, pending the proceeding, but after the decree of sale, died in infancy 
and took no interest which could be affected by the sale. The petitioners 
contend that under the terms of the statute, Code, sec. 181, the clerk had 
no power to appoint a guardian ad litem; that such power is given only 
where the infant defendant has no general guardian. Their counsel con- 
tends that the clerk in respect to this proceeding derives his authority 
from the statute and is restricted to its terms, differing in that respect 
from the Superior Court, which has a general jurisdiction confined only 
by express limitations. The general principle is correct, and has been 
so held by this Court in the cases cited and relied upon. We think that 
the construction contended for is too narrow. Certainly the Superior 
Court has, mdependently of The Code, the power to appoint a 
(153) guardian ad litem for an infant defendant. It may at any time 
during the progress of the cause, for sufficient reason looking to 
the proper protection of the infant’s interests, remove a guardian there- 
tofore appointed and name some other person. We can see no good 
reason why the clerk, who acts as and for the court, may not do the same 
in special proceedings pending before him. The object to be obtained 
is the protection of the infant, whose interests is the special care of the 
court; the guardian ad litem is the officer of the court, and we can see 
‘no good reason or conflict with well-settled principles why it may not 
for any good reason appoint such guardian. We find no authority in 
this State, but in Townsend v. Tadant, 33 Cal., 45, the question was 
considered. The administrator who filed the petition in the probate 
court for sale of the lands of his intestate was also guardian of the infant 
heir at law. The Court said: “Schollenberger could not represent both 
sides of the record at the same time. The minor heir then having no 
guardian quoad the petition, it became the duty of the court before pro- 
ceeding to act to appoint some disinterested person his guardian for the 
sole purpose of appearing for him and taking care of his interest.” 
The only serious question of law presented by the exceptions is whether 
the court acquired jurisdiction of the person of Inez Carraway. The 
petition was filed on or about 12 October, 1896, and the clerk on the 15th 
of the same month, and before any summons was issued, made an order 
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appointing a guardian ad litem. This was certainly irregular, and if not 
cured would have been fatal to any further proceeding. Clark’s Code, 
sec. 181, and cases cited. The clerk on the same day issued summons, 
which was duly served upon the infant defendant and her husband and 
the guardian ad litem. This certainly brought her into court, as it did 
the guardian prematurely appointed. He filed his answer, and the court 
upon the return day proceeded to judgment. The petitioners 

earnestly contend that the failure to observe the proper order is (154) 
fatal and renders all further proceedings void. If the petitioners 

are correct in this contention on the facts appearing of record, they 
insist the purchaser was fixed with notice and cannot avail himself of 


the defense that he was a purchaser for value and without notice, not- 


withstanding the recital in the judgment of sale that “proper service of 
summons having been made on all parties defendant.” We have care- 
fully examined the cases relied upon by petitioners and find that the 
court has, in cases wherein the proceedings were instituted since the 
adoption of the Code, set aside judgments, etc., when no service of 
process was made upon the infants, and refused to do so when the infant 
was in court, notwithstanding irregularities in the proceeding. In 
Moore v. Gidney, 75 N. C., 34; Gulley v. Macy, 81 N. C., 356; Young v. 
Young, 91 N. C., 359; Stancill v. Gay, 92 N. C., 462, no summons was 
served on the infant defendant, guardians ad litem were appointed with- 
out personal service on the infants, and filed answers. This Court has in 
such cases invariably held that the court acquired no jurisdiction. When, 
however, personal service was made on the infants a contrary ruling 
has been made. In Howerton v. Sexton, 90 N. C., 581, Smith, C. J., 
says: “While it must be conceded that there is a want of precision and 
a great disregard of form manifested in the record, they are not in our 
opinion sufficient to invalidate the sale made under the order of the 
court, in the absence of evidence of any fraudulent practice in bringing 
it spout and when it plainly appears to have been to the interests of all 
to have ‘the sale confirmed.” 

In Wilkiamson v. Hartman, 92 N. C., 239, it appeared that while there 
was personal service on the infant there was none on the guardian ad 
litem, nor was any answer filed by him. Upon motion to set the judg- 
ment aside this Court, by Merrimon, J., said: “This, however, does not 
imply that every judgment affected in any degree, directly or indirectly, 
by some or any irregularity in the course of the action leading to 
it, will be.set aside. Some irregularities are unimportant and do (155) 
not affect the substance of the action or the proceedings in 
it. . . . Whether the court will or will not grant such a motion in 
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any case must depend upon a variety of circumstances and largely upon 
their peculiar application to the case in which the motion shall be made.” 
White v. Morris, 107 N. C., 92. In Ward v. Lowndes, 96 N. C., 367, it 
is said: “This statute (section 181) should be strictly observed, but mere 
irregularities in observing its provisions, not affecting the substance of 
its purpose, do not necessarily vitiate the action or special proceeding or 
proceedings in them. The substantial purpose of this statute is to have 
infants in proper cases made parties defendant, have them make proper 
and just defense and to have their rights protected, and to this end have 
guardians make defense for them.” Fowler v. Poor, 93 N. C., 466. 
Without undertaking to cite all of the many cases found in our reports 
involving the questions presented by this appeal, we are of the opinion 
that the service of process upon the infant defendant and the guardian 
ad litem, followed by the filing of an answer by him, cured the irregu- 
larity in the order of the appointment. Certainly no harm came to the 
infant by reason of the irregular method pursued. At most it was an 
irregularity, and the adjudication made by the clerk that process had 
been duly served, if conceded to be erroneous, was not void; the parties 
were certainly at that time in court. The purchaser might with safety 
rely upon that judgment, followed by the approval of the proceedings 
before the payment of his money by the resident judge of the district. 
That the purchaser is only required to see that the court has jurisdic- 
tion of the person and the subject-matter is for his protection, in the 
absence of fraud, is settled by abundant authority. Williams v. Johnson, 
112 N. C., 424. The petitioner states the fact that the husband of Mrs. 
| Inez Carraway was a minor of about the age of twenty years, 
(156) and that no guardian ad litem was appointed for him. This fact 
was not brought to the attention of the court. We do not think 
that the failure to appoint such a guardian affects the validity of the 
decree. He had no interest in the land, his wife having but a life estate. 
It would have been an idle thing to have two guardians ad litem in the 
record. | 
The petitioners further insist that by reason of the pendency of a 
caveat to Mrs. Whitehead’s will the executor had no power or authority 
to file the petition or proceed with the sale of the land. It will be 
observed that the will had been proved in common form and Davis duly 
qualified. The Code, sec. 2160, provides that when the caveat has been 
filed and issue made the clerk shall further issue an order to the personal 
representative to suspend all further proceedings, etc. It does not appear 
that any such order was made. In the absence of such order we do not 
think that the acts of the executor were void or that the rights of pur- 
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chasers could be affected. But it is insisted that other litigation was 
pending in regard to the title to a portion of the land sold, and that by 
reason thereof and the pendency of the issue of devisavit vel non-persons 
were restrained from bidding for the land. If this was true it would not 
constitute ground for setting the judgment, etc., aside. Stich matters 
could only be considered as evidence in a separate action brought to 
attack the proceeding and sale for fraud by showing that the purchaser 
was cognizant of the facts and took some unfair advantage of them. The 
affidavit of the purchaser shows that he bid at the sale at the solicitation 
of the husband of Mrs. Carraway, and his and affidavits of several other 
persons present and bidding show that these facts were not known to 
them and did not affect their bids. Being of the opinion that the court 
acquired jurisdiction of the person and subject-matter and complied 
substantially with the requirements of the statute, we cannot conclude 
that the proceedings, judgment, etc., are void. Before the parties 
were in court no order was made affecting their rights, and there- (157) 
after the proceeding was in all respects regular. In this view of 
the case we do not deem it necessary to consider many other questions | 
discussed by counsel, such as the effect upon the purchaser’ 8 nights of the 
adjudication that the process was duly served, ete. Lot 
In‘sustaining the action of the clerk in this case we do not at to be 
understood as encouraging or giving our sanction to the method of. pro- 
cedure adopted in the proceeding. The statute and rules for the guid- 
ance of courts in acquiring jurisdiction of the persons and. estates of. 
minors and all subsequent proceedings in such cases are mandatory and 
should in all cases be observed, not only for the protection. of ‘the parties 
to the proceeding, but of purchasers at judicial sales. It is to be re- 
gretted that records constituting important links in the chain of titles 
are so frequently lost. The statutes prescribe the manner in which 
records shall be kept. These mandatory provisions of the law should be 
observed. It also contemplates that a minute docket of all special pro- 
ceedings shall be kept, in which it shall be noted at the time all steps 
taken from the issuance of the summons to and including the final 
decrees. It also contemplates that all orders, judgments and reports in the 
cause shall be spread upon the record. While in accordance with a wise 
policy the courts, in the absence of fraud, uphold judicial sales when 
attacked for irregularities, it is not because the law looks upon the order 
in which such proceedings are conducted as unimportant. It appears. 
from the record in this case that the proceedings antedate the term. of the, 
present clerk. . 
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After a careful consideration of the entire record and the briefs of 
counsel we find no error in the judgment. It must be 


Affirmed. 


-  Crted: Card v. Finch, 142 N. C., 146; Rackley v. Roberts, 147 N. C., 

205; Yarborough v. Moore, 151 N. C., 120; Hobbs v. Cashwell, 152 
ON. C., 187; Hughes v. Pritchard, 153 N. C., 141; Dudley v. Tyson, 167 
N. C., 70; Rawls v. Henries, 172 N. C., 218; Thompson v. Humphrey, 
179 N. C., 58. 





HUGHES v. WAREHOUSE CoO. 
(Filed 26 September, 1905. ) 


Guaranty—Demurrer. 


Where the defendant, in reply to plaintiff’s letter of inquiry about W., stated 
that “we regard W. as a reliable and trustworthy gentleman with whom 
your samples and sales would be entirely safe, and doubly so as all 
tobacco of yours that might be shipped would come direct to our ware- 
house, and payment for all such tobacco would be made by us to you for 
all sales”: Held, the defendant’s demurrer on the ground that the letter 
did not constitute a guaranty was properly sustained. 


(158)  Acriow by W. T. Hughes & Company against the Peper To- 

bacco Warehouse Company, heard by Cooke, J., upon the plead- 
ings, at January Term, 1905, of Franxrin. From a judgment sus- 
taining the demurrer the plaintiff appealed. 


F. 8. Spruill and W. H. Ruffin for plaintiff. 
T. W. Bickett and S. P. Galt for defendant. 


Crark, OC. J. This action is upon an alleged guaranty, as proof of 
which the plaintiff relied upon the following letter: 


St. Louis, Mo., 19 March, 1897. 
Messrs. W. T. Huenes & Co., Lowsburg, N. C. | | 
GEnTLEMEN :—Your letter of the 11th inst., making inquiry about 
the general standing of J. E. M. Walker, received. We regard him as a 
perfectly reliable, trustworthy gentleman, with whom your samples and 
sales would be entirely safe and doubly so as all tobacco of yours that 
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might be shipped would come direct to the Peper Tobacco Warehouse 
Company, and the payment of all such tobacco would be made by 
us to you for all sales. (159) 
Yours truly, NicHoias N ; i Manager, 
| Per Hatt. 


‘Bell was manager of the defendant company. The defendant de 
murred, giving as its first ground that the letter did not constitute a 
guaranty, and hence the plaintiff’s complaint did not set forth a cause 
of action, and the court below so held. 

We do not. think that this letter constituted a guaranty by the defend- 
ant to Hughes & Company. of payment of all tobacco which they should 
ship J. E. M. Walker. A guaranty is a contract, an aggregatio men- 
tium. This letter is on its face merely a response to a letter of inquiry 
to ascertain the general standing of J. E. M. Walker, and not to a 
request for them to guarantee purchases made by him. The reply con- 
tains what was asked for—information— and nothing more. This reply 
states that the defendant “regarded” Walker as a reliable and trust- 
worthy gentleman, with whom Hughes & Company’s samples and sales 
would be entirely safe, and doubly so, because Hughes & Company’s 
tobacco would come direct to the defendant’s warehouse, and payment 
for all sales of such tobacco would be made by the defendant to the 
plaintiffs. This was merely a statement of the defendant’s opinion of 
Walker’s reliability and of the manner in which the defendant would 
handle the tobacco, and the additional safety this method would be to the 
plaintiff. Besides, there was no consideration for the guaranty. The 
tobacco was already being shipped to the defendant for Walker, as it 
would seem from the letter, and there certainly is no agreement shown 
to so ship, nor an indication of any benefit to accrue to the defendant. 
Neither in the letter nor in the attendant circumstances is there any- 
thing to justify holding this letter to be a guaranty. The purport of 
the letter depends upon its intent, as derived from its perusal; 
and cases cited upon the construction of other papers, differently (160) 
worded, could be of no assistance to us. 

As the letter is not a guaranty 1t becomes entirely unnecessary to. con- 
sider the other exceptions. The judgment sustaining the demurrer is 

Affirmed. 
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HAWKINS v. LUMBER CO. 
(Filed 26 September, 1905. ) 
Deeds—Timber Contracts, Constructién of—Repugnant Clauses. 


1. Growing timber is a part of ee realty, and deeds and contracts concerning 
it are governed by the laws applicable to that kind of property. 


2. ‘Where a deed conveys all timber now standing or which may be standing | 
on certain lands during the period of fifteen years from and after the 
time when the grantee shall begin to cut and remove said timber, and 
the time in which to begin to cut and remove said timber is not limited, 
and provides by a subsequent clause that the grantor assures unto the. 
grantee the full term of fifteen years, as above set forth, within which to 
cut and remove the timber hereby conveyed: Held, that the instrument. 
conveys a present estate of absolute ownership in the timber, defeasible | 
as to all timber not removed within fifteen years from the time of com- 

-mencing to cut, allowing a reasonable time to begin such cutting. (The 
opinion in Mfg. Co. v. Hobbs, 128 N. C., 46, criticized.) . 


3. That part of the deed giving an unlimited time to cut and remove the tim- 
ber will be rejected because it is indefinite and repugnant to the first part 
of the stipulation as to time, and because it is contrary to the itent and 
purpose of the parties as indicated by the entire instrument. 


(161) Action by John L, Hawkins against Goldsboro Lumber Com- 
pany, pending in the Superior Court of Jonzs, heard by Webb, J.,. 

at chambers, at New Bern, on 14 April, 1905, upon motion of the plain-; 
tiff to continue to the hearing a restraining ne theretofore issued to. 
enjoin defendant from cutting timber on land claimed by plaintiff. | 
The defendant seeks to justify under a deed from plaintiff J. L.. 
Hawkins to J. W. Smith and John P. Moore, dated 25 February, 1893; 
and, second, a deed from Smith and Moore to W. A. Winsatt, and a 
license from Winsatt to defendant. The judge below heard the evidence 
and found the facts to be, first, that the instrument of writing under 
which defendant claims title to the timber in controversy was executed 
on 25 February, 1893; second, that defendant did not begin to cut the 
timber until 29 March, 1905, and thereupon declared the following con- 
clusions of law: “Upon this finding the court is of opinion, as a matter: 
of law, that the said instrument of writing, under which the defendant 
claims his right to cut the timber, is void for uncertainty; and for the 
further reason that the defendant and those under whom it claims failed 
to begin to cut the timber an dispute within a reasonable time from the 
date of the execution of the deed, 25 February, 1893, and adjudged. 
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that the restraining order theretofore issued be continued to the hear- 
ing.” Defendant excepted and appealed. 


D. L. Ward for plainteff. 
A. D. Ward and T. C. Wooten Tor defendant. 


Hoxs, J., after stating ‘is case: The rights of the parties to this con- 
troversy were made to depend on the true construction of the deed from 
plaintiff to Smith and Moore, dated 25 February, 1893, and from the 
fact that no cutting was commenced until 29 March, 1905. The 
effective words of the instrument as to the interest conveyed are (162) 
as follows: “Do give, grant, bargain, sell and convey unto the 
‘said parties of the second part, their heirs, executors, administrators and 
assigns, all the timber of every kind and description of and above the 
size of twelve inches in diameter at the base, two feet above the ground, 
when the same is cut, now standing or growing, or which may be standing 
or on the herein described land during the period of fifteen years from 
and after the time when said parties of the second part, their heirs, 
executors, administrators and assigns shall begin to cut and remove said 
timber, and commence to manufacture the same into wood or lumber, 
and the time in which to begin to cut and remove said timber shall be 
and is not limited. 

“To have and to hold said timber, as specified and described, together 
with all the privileges and rights of way hereinafter granted unto the 
said parties of the second part, their heirs, executors, administrators and 
assigns; and the parties of the first part hereby grant and assure unto 
the parties of the second part, their heirs, executors, administrators and 
assigns, the full term of fifteen years, as above set forth, within which 
to cut and remove the timber herein conveyed, with the exclusive 
privilege of entering upon said land with servants and tenants for the 
purpose of removing the same.” 

It is an established principle in this State that growing timber is a 
part of the realty, and deeds and contracts concerning it are governed 
by the laws applicable to that kind of property. Mizell v. Burnett, 49 
N. C., 249; Moring v. Ward, 50 N. C., 272; Mizell v. Ruffin, 118 
N.C., ‘69. 

The true construction of this instrument now before the Court is that 
the same conveys a present estate of absolute ownership in the timber, 
defeasible as to all timber not removed within the time required by the 
terms of the deed. White v. Foster, 102 Mass., 375, 378; Moring v. 
‘Ward, 50 N. C., 2738; Bunch v. Lumber Co., 184 N. C., 116. A eon- 
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(163) struction substantially similar has been placed on such deeds 
in the larger timber growing States where contracts of this 
character are not infrequent.. Strasson v. Montgomery, 32 Wis., 52; 
Williams v, Flood, 63 Mich., 487; McCumber v. RB. R., 108 Mich., 491. 
In Williams v. Flood, supra, Campbell, C. J., delivering the opinion, 
says: “It is not very important to discuss the exact nature of the plain- 
tiff’s rights under the written contract. Whatever they were they in- 
eluded an absolute sale of all the timber described, subject only to such 
qualifications of the right of removal as the contract mentions. At most 
this condition would only operate by way of forfeiture. The timber had 
all been paid for, and all belonged to the plaintiff unless lost by for- 
feiture for nonremoval.” In McCumber’s case, supra, it is said that 
“the title to the timber remaining uncut at the expiration of the time 
limited reverts to the owner.” And Walker, J., in Bunch’s case, supra, 
says that “At the expiration of that time the estate, in so much of the 
timber as had not been cut and removed, would revert to the vendor, or 
at least the timber would become his absolute property.” 

In the deed now before the Court, the time fixed for the forfeiture is 
thus set forth: “All the timber now standing, or which may be standing 
on said lands during the period of fifteen years from and after the time 
when said parties of the second part, their heirs or assigns, shall begin 
to cut and remove said timber, and the time in which to begin to cut 
and remove said timber is not limited.” A proper construction of the 
first part of this clause, as intimated in Bunch’s case, supra, would fix 
the date of forfeiture at fifteen years from the time of commencing to 
cut, allowing a reasonable time to begin such cutting, and granting in 
any event the full term of fifteen years from the execution of the deed. 
By the last part of the clause, the time allowed for removal is indefinite 
and unlimited. | 

In the opinion of the Court, this latter part of the stipulation 

(164) as to the time should be rejected because it is indefinite and re- 
pugnant to the first, and, again, because it is contrary to the in- 

tent and purpose of the parties as indicated by the entire instrument. — 

In Devlin on Deeds, section 838c, it is said that “The whole object 
is to construe the deed so as to give effect to it if possible, as a convey- 
ance, and clauses which are repugnant to the general intent of the deed 
must be declared void,” citing to the same effect Wilcoxon v. Sprague, 51 
Cal., 640. See, also, Proctor v. Pool, 15 N. C., 371. 

In a subsequent clause of the deed, reference is again made to the 
time of forfeiture, as follows: “And the parties of the first part hereby 
grant and assure unto the said parties of the second part, their heirs, 
executors, administrators and assigns, the full term of fifteen years as 
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above set forth, within which to cut and remove the timber hereby con- 
veyed.” And the entire language and purport of the deed indicate a pur- 
pose and intent of the parties that the time allowed for removal shall 
not be unlimited, but that the correct interpretation requires that the 
time is governed by the first and more definite stipulation of fifteen 
years, allowing a reasonable. time to commence the cutting, and granting 
in any event the full term of fifteen years from the execution of the in- 
strument. This deed of the plaintiff, conveying the timber, bears date 
February 25, 1893, and the parties have at least the full term of fifteen 
years within which to remove the timber bought by them, and which 
fills the description in the deed. Decisions on questions somewhat simi- 
lar will be found in Brown v. Carmichael, 97 Ga., 487; Baxter v. Mal- 
luc, 106 Ga., 345. 

The Court is referred to Mfg. Co. v. Hobbs, 128 N. C., 46. There is 
no doubt about the decision in the Hobbs case being correct. The limit 
stated in that case was five years from the time the cutting should com- 
mence, and the grantees had commenced thirteen years from the execu- 
tion of the contract-—-eight years beyond the time stipulated. 

The right of the grantee there was five years, the time si aa (165) 
allowing a reasonable time to begin. 

Under the facts and circumstances of the Hobbs case, the court very 
properly held that the time of commencing was unreasonable, and, being 
eight years beyond the stipulated period, the rights of the parties under 
the contract had determined. But the opinion errs in holding that the 
deed was void. This conclusion was predicated on the assumption that 
the instrument in question was a lease and had no certain or definite be- 
ginning. As we have endeavored to show, this is not a lease, certainly 
not of the timber, but an absolute sale. 

As stated by Justice Walker in Bunch’s case, supra: “While some of 

the cases in this and other states liken a contract of the kind we are 
construing to a lease, it may be true that it should not be technically so 
construed, but that it should be regarded as a conveyance of the timber, 
or an interest: or estate in the timber, upon condition that if it is not cut 
and removed within a given time, the interest or estate so conveyed shall 
revest in or revert to the grantor.” There is also an intimation in Mor- 
ing v. Ward, supra, that such an instrument is a lease. The point be- 
fore the court in that case, however, was whether the contract was an 
estate or a license, and it was determined that the instrument conveyed 
a present estate. The character of the estate was not the aaenen acoes. 
Even if this were a lease, it would not be void. | 

In the Bishop of Bath's case, 6 Coke Rep., 36 (Library Ed., miaiee 3, 
page 325), it is said: “A lease was made to A and B for sixty years, 
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with a clause of reéntry immediately after the deaths of A and B, and 
of the longer liver of them within the term. After the death of A within 
the term, another lease of the same sort was made to ©, habendum et 
occupandum, when the former lease shall determine, after or by ~ 
(166) the death, surrender or forfeiture of the said deed.” And it was 
there resolved that: “While every lease for years ought to have 

a certain beginning, but that is to be intended when it is to take effect 
in interest or possession, then the commencement ought to be certain; for 
a lease for years may be made on a condition or contingent precedent, as 
if I grant to you that if you pay me twenty pounds at Michaelmas next 
following, that you shall have my manor of D., for one and twenty years; 
now it is uncertain whether it will commence or not, and in the mean- 
time, till the payment of the money, it is not any lease, but it is sufficient 
that the commencement be certain when it is to take effect in interest 
or possession. So it is true that the continuance of it ought to be cer- 
tain; but that is to be intended either when the term is made certain by 
express numbering of years, or by reference to a certainty, or by reducing 
it to a certainty by matter ex post facto, or by construction in law by 
express limitation.” | 

In this case, a present estate passed at the execution of the grant, and 
when the entry was made to begin cutting, which is required to be in a 
reasonable time, the ending was fixed at the definite term of fifteen years. 
The court is of opinion that on the evidence offered, the injunction 
should have been dissolved, and there was error in continuing the same 
to the hearing. | 

Tt will be noted that the only question presented on the hearing was 
on the construction of the plaintiff’s deed. There is an allegation in the 
pleadings that the deed was procured by fraud and misrepresentation. | 
No testimony was offered, nor was the cause considered in that aspect. | 
And this decision is without prejudice to the right of the plaintiff to 
renew his motion, for injunction on presenting testimony making out 
probable ground of fraud. 

Error, | 


— Cited: Post, 8. c., 167; Jones v. Casualty Co., 140 N. C., 265; Lum- 
ber Co. v. Corey, tb., 467; Ives v. R. R., 142 N. C., 184; York v. West- 
all, 143 N. C., 281; Mineng Co. v. Cotton Mills, 1b., 308; Midyett v. 
Grubbs, 145 N. C., 88; Lumber Co. v. Smith, 146 N. C., 161; S. ¢., 150 
N. C., 260; Famber Co. v.. Wilson, 151 N. C., 158; Pitis.v. Curtes, 152 
N. C., 617; Woodbury v. King, tb., 680; Hornthal v. Howcott, 154 
N. C., 230; Bateman v. Iumber Co., 1b., 251; Jenkins v. Lumber Co., 
—4b., 857; Burwell v. Chapman, 159 N. C., 211; Lumber Co. v. Brown, 
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160 N. C., 283; Walson v. Scarboro, 163 N. C., 387, 388; Welliams »v., 
Parsons, 167 N. C., 531; Fowle v. McLean, 116 N. C., 540; Walson v. 
Scarboro, 171 N. C., 609; Tumber Co. v. Wells, 1b., 265; Wrilliams »v. 
Lumber Co., 172 N. C., 802; Ollis v. Furniture Co., 178 N. C., 545. 





| | (167) 
LAVINIA HAWKINS v. LUMBER CoO. 


(Filed 26 September, 1905.) 


D. L. Ward for plaintiff. 
A.D. Ward and T. C. Wooten for defendant. 


Hoxz, J. The facts in this case are exactly similar to those presented 
in the appeal of John L. Hawkins v. Goldsboro Lumber Co., ante, 160, 
and for the reasons given in the opinion ‘in that case, the order continu- 
ing the injunction to the hearing will bes set aside. - 4 

Error. 





SHERROD v. INSURANCE ASSOCIATION. 
(Filed 26 September, 1905.) 


Inswrance—By-Lows—N otices of Assessments—-Presumptions— 
Evidence. 


1. A by-law of the defendant company which provided that any member fail- 
ing to pay his assessment within sixty days from date of notice (which 
date shall be the day of mailing said notice), shall forfeit all rights in 
the company, is subject to rebuttal on the part of the plaintiff by showing 
nonreceipt of notice, the defendant having properly porepere and ad- 
dressed the same. 


2. All contracts and by-laws of an incorporated society are made with refer- 
ence to the general law, and they must conform to certain general re- 
quirements in respect to vested personal and property rights of mem- 
bers. 


Action by J. T. Sherrod against Farmers’ Mutual Fire Insurance 
Association, to recover loss on policy of fire insurance, heard on appeal 
from a justice’s court by Councill, J., and a jury, at March Term, 1905, 
of. Martin. From a judgment in favor of the plaintiff, the 
defendant appealed. : ~~ (168) 
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T.T. Thorne for plaintiff. 
Harry W. Stubbs for defendant. 


Brown, J. The only question presented is whether section 3, article 
4, of the by-laws of the defendant company is subject to rebuttal on the 
part of the plaintiff by showing non-receipt of notice—the defendant 
having properly postpaid and addressed the same. The by-law is as fol- 
lows: “Any member failing to pay his assessment within sixty days 
from date of notice (which date shall be the day of mailing said notice), 
shall forfeit all rights, claims and privileges in this association, and 
his policy shall by such failure be canceled without any further notice. 

The defendant introduced evidence tending to prove that it was its 
custom to notify members of assessments in case of loss, by written 
notice dropped in the postoffice, when an assessment had been called— 
the witness stating that he sent out about 200 notices at the time the 
plaintiff is alleged to have failed to pay his assessments and that several 
of these notices came back through the dead letter office for misdirec- 
tion in the address; that he could not say certainly that he ever mailed 
notice to the plaintiff, or that if mailed, it might have been one of those 
misdirected; that he was only swearing by his “system,” and he believed 
he sent the notice because there was a check mark opposite the plain- 
tiff’s name on his books; that the plaintifi’s name was still on his books, 
and the only thing to indicate that he was not in good standing in the 
defendant’s company were the words “not paid” opposite his name. The 
plaintiff testified in his own behalf that he had never received any notice 
from the company of any assessment against him. - 

The court instructed the jury that proof of the mailing of the notice 

“properly addressed and postpaid, raised a. presumption that the 
(169) notice was received by the plaintiff, but that is only a presump- 

tion of fact and could be rebutted, and that it was for the jury 
to find whether such notice was in fact properly addressed and mailed; 
if so, then the presumption was that plaintiff received it, and unless he 
rebuts this presumption by showing that he did not receive the notice, 
the plaintiff could not recover.” ne defendant excepted to this instrue- 
tion. 

All contracts and by-laws of an incorporated society are made with 
reference to the general law, and they must conform to certain general 
requirements in respect to vested personal and property rights of mem- 
bers. 16 A. & E. (1 Ed.), pages 41-42, and cases cited. Where an in- 
surance company determines to cancel a risk, the insured 1s entitled to 
' yeasonable notice. Ins. Co. v. Brooks, 88 Md., 22, The instructions of 
the court to which the defendant excepts are correct and are fully sus- 
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tained by the authorities. If the insurer sends the notice by mail prop- 
erly addressed and stamped, the law presumes the addressee received it. 
The presumption may be rebutted, as appears to have been done in this 
case. Losenthal v. Walker, 111 U. S., 185; Lawson on Presumptive Ev., 
69; 19 A. & E. (1 Ed.), pages 80-81, and cases cited. 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Brockenbrough v. Ins. Co., 145 N. Cs 364; ; Lynch v. Johnson, 
171 N. C., 621, 624. 





| (170) 
KING yv. HOBBS. 


(Filed 3 October, 1905.) 


Reformation and Correction—Bond for Title—Mutual Mistake—Degree 
of Proof—Evidence. 


1. To correct a bond for title on the ground of mistake, the evidence must be 
strong, clear and convincing and where there is any evidence to go to 
a jury on the question, they are to determine under proper instructions 
whether the evidence is of the character required. 


2. Where both the plaintiff and defendant testified that before they went to 
a justice of the peace to have a bond for title written, they had come to 
a definite contract of sale of the land, and that the timber previously sold 
and conveyed to a lumber company was excepted, a prayer for instruc- 
tion “that there was no evidence to show that the clauses exempting from 
the bond the right and interest of the lumber company in the land were 
omitted from said bond by the mutual mistake of the parties,’ was 
properly denied. | 


Action by 8. J. King against T. A. Hobbs, heard by O. H. Rion J., 
and a jury, at May Term, 1905, of Sampson. 

The plaintiff alleged that j in 1899 he sold and conveyed to a lumber 
company the short straw timber growing on a tract of land situated in 
Sampson County, and the company owned the same under a registered 
deed; and that in 1902 he sold this tract of land to the defendant for 
$300, and executed to the defendant a bond to make title on payment 
of the purchase money. This bond contained a stipulation that on pay- 
ment of the purchase money, the plaintiff. would make to the defendant 
a good, sure and indefeasible estate of inheritance, free from any and 
all encumbrances whatever. The plaintiff further alleged that in the 
sale of the land to the defendant, the short straw timber previously con- 
veyed to the lumber company was excepted, and a stipulation to 
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(171) that effect was omitted from the contract by the mutual mistake 

‘of the parties, and demanded judgment that the instrument be 
corrected and for the full amount of the purchase money. The defend- 
ant denied that there was any mistake, and resisted recovery on the 
ground that the short straw timber had been previously conveyed, and 
further claimed damages for breach of covenant by way of counterclaim, 
in case recovery was had against him on the purchase price. The single 
issue submitted was as to the alleged mistake in the bond for title. 
Verdict and judgment for plaintiff for full amount of purchase money. 
Defendant excepted and appealed. 


F. R. Cooper for plaintiff. 
John D. Kerr for defendant. 


Hoxs, J., after stating the case. At the close of the testimony, the 
defendant requested the judge to charge the jury “that there was no evi- 
_ dence to show that the clauses exempting from the bond for title the right 
and interest of the lumber company in the land in controversy were 
omitted from said bond by the mutual mistake of the parties.” The 
prayer for instruction was refused, and the defendant excepted. This 
exception raises the only point presented for our consideration. 

To correct an instrument of this character on the ground of mistake, 
the evidence must be strong, clear and convincing, and our decisions have 
established the principle that where there is any evidence to go to a jury 
on the question, they are to determine under proper instructions whether 
the evidence is of the character required. Lehew v. Hewett, 188 N. C., 
6. Under the charge of his Honor, the jury have found the issues as to 
the mistake against the defendant, and the court is of the opinion not 
only that there was evidence sufficient to be submitted to the jury, but 
that it fully justifies the verdict which they rendered. 

Both the plaintiff and the defendant testify that before they 

(172) went to the justice of the. peace to have the instrument written, 

they had come to a definite contract of sale of the land, and that 

the timber previously sold and conveyed to the lumber company was 

excepted. King, the plaintiff, testified that he was to give bond for just 

what he had; that Hobbs knew all about the sale of the short straw tim- 

ber to the company, and talked about how it was to be measured; that 

he sold Hobbs the land and the long straw timber, and Hobbs was to take 
the witness’s place with the lumber company. 

Hobbs, the defendant, testified that “at the gin (the vines where the 
trade was made), the plaintiff did tell me he had sold the short straw 
timber. I thought I was buying the land with the timber left out. When 
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the bond was signed, I thought I was buying all timber except twelve 
inches and upward. He told me he had sold that. . I did not understand I 
was buying that. I knew there wasa deed.” The defendant also testified 
“that the clause in question was not left out by mistake, and that nothing 
was said about excepting anything.” : | | 
A. witness by the name of Bradshaw testified: “Hobbs, the defendant, 
told me he had bought the land, and all he disliked about it was that the 
timber on it was sold.” | 
The plaintiff and the defendant then went to a justice of sit peace 
to have their contract put in writing, and the justice evidently by inad- 
vertence or mistake (whether of himself or the parties makes no differ- 
ence), omitted a material stipulation. In such case all the authorities 
are agreed that the instrument will be reformed sO as to CATES the true. 
intent and meaning of the parties. | 
This is not an instance of an essential mistake or Ate eee 
in the agréement itself, nor where the written instrument is supposed 
_ to embody the first and only contract of the parties, but is a case of an 
error of expression where the parties have come to a definite agree- 
ment beforehand, and, in the endeavor to put this agreement in (173) 
writing, a mistake is made, so that the instrument as drawn does 
not, in some material point, express the contract it was intended to evi- 
dence. - In 20 A. & E. (2 Ed.), 828, it is said: “That in mistakes of 
this kind the only inquiry is, does ie instrument contain what the par- 
ties intended that it should, and understood that it did? Is it their agree- 
ment? And it is wholly ‘mmaaeriel whether the defect is a statutory or 
common law requisite, or whether the parties failed to make the instru- 
ment in the form they intended, or misapprehended its legal effect.” The 
authorities are numerous and fully bear out this statement of the doc- 
trine. Stamper v. Hawkins, 41 N. C., 7; Warehouse Co. v. Ozment, 1382 
N. C., 839; Rogers v. Atkinson, 1 Ga., 12; Stines v. Hayes, 36 N. J. Eq., 
364; Leitensdorfer v. Delphy, 15 Mo., 187. In this last case it is held 
that “equity will correct a mistake, either as to fact or law, made by a 
draftsman of a conveyance or other instrument which does not fulfill, 
or which violates the manifest intention of the parties to the agreement.” 
In Stones v. Hayes, supra, it is said: “Nor will the fact that the defend- 
ant denies that there is a mistake and testifies that the deed was drawn 
according to the intention of the parties, prevent the court from grant- 
ing the relief if it 1s satisfied that the deed is not in accordance with the 
agreement, but ought to be so.” And it has been held that the courts 
will correct an error of this kind when the complainant himself drew 
the paper. sia, v. Metcalf, 66 Mo., 519. -< 
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This last case, in the principal facts, is very similar to the one before 
us, and it is there held that “a court of equity will order a contract to be 
reformed so as to make it speak the actual agreement of the parties, when 
satisfied that by mistake, in reducing it to writing, property has been 
transferred which it was not the intention of either should be included 

in the contract, and this in a case where the complainant himself 
(174) drew the paper. It is immaterial how the mistake happened, 

whether by a misunderstanding of the meaning of the words or 
through sheer carelessness.” | 

There was no error in refusing the defendant’s prayer for instruction, 
and the judgment of the Court below is 

Affirmed. | 


Cited: Palmer v. Lowder, 167 N. ©., 334; Ray v. Patterson, 170 N. C., 
227; Grimes v. Andrews, ib., 523; Allen v. R. R., 171 N. C., 842; Bank 
v. Redwine, ib., 565; Sills v. Ford, 171 N. C., 786, 7387, 741; Potato Co. 
v. Jeanette, 174 N. C., 248; Maawell v. Bank, 175 N. C., 183. 





LUMBER co. v. POLLOCK. 
(Filed 3 October, 1905.) 


Banks and Banking—Collaterals, Hupenses of Collecting—Trustees. 


1. Where a bank lends money upon collaterals and comes into court to defend 
their validity, it is entitled to retain its necesSary and reasonable dis- 
bursements out of the sum realized upon such collaterals. 

2. The bank occupied the relation of trustee, and as such it held the col- 
laterals, and it was its duty to protect them. Questions of public policy, 
such as usury or encouraging litigation, are not involved. 


Action by Hickson Lumber Company and others against Gay Lum- 
ber Company and others, heard by Moore, J., at N oveniber Term, 1904, 
of Lreworr. 

This is an appeal from an order allowing certain sums claimed by the 
Norfolk National Bank, and directing the receivers to allow the same. 
The defendants, assignees of S. H. Loftin, appealed. 


Busbee & Busbee for plaintiff. 
ba be Ormond for defendant. 
(175) Brown, J. The Norfolk National Bank pare S. H. Loftin 


a large sum of money and took as collateral security certain notes 
and mortgages made by the Gay Lumber Company. Loftin, failing to 
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pay his debt, and the lumber company failing to pay its notes, the bank 
employed counsel and proceeded to collect the collaterals. Is the bank en- 
titled to be reimbursed the reasonable and proper costs and expenses in- 
curred in collecting the collaterals? We are of opinion that it is, and we 
- affirm the judgment and order of his Honor below. 

Turner v. Boger, 126 N. C., 800, and other cases cited by the appellant 
have no application here. Those cases were controversies between credi- 
tor and debtor direct, and we affirm the principles settled in them. 

Here, the question is presented before this Court for the first time, as to 
whether or not a bank lending money upon collaterals and coming into 
court to defend their validity, is entitled to retain its necessary and rea- 
sonable disbursements out of the sum realized upon such collaterals. Ques- 
tions of public policy, such as usury or encouraging litigation, are not 
involved. The bank occupied the relation of trustee, and as such it held 
the collaterals. It was its duty to protect them. Under the terms of the 
- written instrument assigning the collaterals to the bank, the authority 
is given to collect them and apply the net proceeds to the debt due it by 
Loftin. No question is raised as to the reasonableness of the sum ex- 
pended. Undoubtedly an unreasonable sum would not be Oe by the 
courts. 

When a creditor takes a note of a third person as ‘lintel security 
for his debt, he is bound to use due diligence im the collection of the col- 
lateral. He is responsible to his debtor for any loss occasioned by his 
laches. The creditor is entitled to receive all reasonable cost and ex- 
penses incurred in the protection and collection of the collateral to the 
same extent as any other trustee. These principles are supported by 
most abundant authority, and are founded in reason and justice. 

Jones on Pledges, section 400 and 680; Griggs v. Howe, 42 N. Y., (176) 
166, 173; Starrett v. Barber, 20 Mo., 457; Gregory v. Pike, 67 

Fed., 8837; Colebrook on Ooll., sections 90, 111, 114; Hurst v. Coley, 92 
Fed., 183, oc many other cases. 

It ‘would be inequitable to require the bank to protect and collect Lof- 
tin’s property at its own expense, because Loftin owed it a debt which he 
had failed to pay. 

Affirmed. 


Hoxz, J., did not sit on the hearing of this appeal. 


Cited: Kelly v. Odum, post, 280. 
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HAWKS v. HALL. 
(Filed 8 October, 1905.) 


Return to Notice of Appeal—JSustices of the Peace. 


1. The failure of a justice of the peace to sign the return to notice of appeal 
does not vitiate the proceedings in the Superior Court, where the appel-. 
lant had given notice of appeal and paid the justice’s fee, and the ap- 
pellee made no motion for any purpose, but made a general appearance’ 
in the Superior Court at the trial in person and by attorney. 


2. If the justice fails to discharge his duty to make his “return of appeal,” 
he may be compelled to do so by attachment, and if the return be defec-: 
tive, the judge may direct a further or amended return. 


Aotion by A. K. Hawks against A. M. Hall, heard on appeal from a 
justice of the peace by O. H. Allen, J., and a jury, at May Term, 1905, : 
of SamMPson. | 

This action was begun in a justice’s court, and was to recover the sum 

of $34.75, with interest thereon from 12 September, 1903. Sum- 
(177) mons was issued on 16 May, 1904, and case was tried before 

R..H. Hubbard, J. P., on 24 May, 1904. The justice rendered. 
judgment for the defendant against the plaintiff for cost. Plaintiff gave 
verbal notice of appeal in open court when judgment was rendered, and. 
paid the justice the appeal fee. The justice sent up to the court all the 
papers in the case, with a paper, entitled. A. K. Hawks v. A. M. Hall, 
purporting to be a return to notice of appeal. This paper is dated 24 
May, 1904, and is not signed by any one. It recites that it was issued 
pursuant to annexed notice of appeal, but no notice is annexed and none 
was sent up in the papers. - The notice being given in open court, as above 
stated, upon this unsigned return, the case was docketed in the Superior 
Court on 18 July, 1904. No written pleadings were filed in the justice’s 
court, and there was no pleading in the Superior Court except as con- 
tained in the unsigned “return to notice of appeal,” and the original 
summons. The next court after the appeal was docketed was in October, 
1904. There was also a court in February, 1905, prior to the trial term, | 
May, 1905, and the defendant never made any motion to dismiss for 
failure to docket in time, and never made any motion in the cause for 
any purpose ; but made a general appearance in the PupER Or vous at. 
the trial in person and by attorney. 

After the rendition of the ‘udgment, from which the defendant ap- 
pealed, and after court had adjourned for the term, it was found that the 
paper purporting to be a “return to notice of appeal” was not signed by 
any one. 7 
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Geo. H. Butler for plaintiff. 
F. R. Cooper for defendant. 


Connor, J., after stating the facts. This record presents the somewhat 
remarkable feature of an appeal from a judgment to which there is no 
exception and no suggestion of any error committed at any stage 
of the trial. The point upon which we are asked to reverse the (178) 
judgment was not made below, and the fact upon which the mo- 
tion is based was not known to counsel until after the judgment was ren- 
dered and the court adjourned. To meet this condition the defendant’s 
very Ingenious counsel insists that the failure of the justice to sign the 
return on appeal deprives the Superior Court of any jurisdiction to hear 
or determine the case; that the proceedings had in that court are abso- 
lutely void. We cannot concur with this view. It is not to be ques- 
tioned that the Superior Court has no other than appellate jurisdiction. 
The appeal perfected by notice and the payment of the justice’s fee, take 
the case into the Superior Court without any further action on the part 
of the appellant. If the justice fails to discharge his duty to make his 
“return of the appeal” he may be compelled to do so by attachment, and 
if the return be defective, the judge may direct a further or amended re- 
turn. Code, sections 878, 879. It will be observed that the return to be 
made is “of the appeal,” clearly showing that it constitutes no essential 
element in the appeal, but simply a statement of what was done in the in- 
ferior court. It would be trifling with the administration of justice to 
permit an appellant who had done everything required of him to take 
and perfect an appeal, to be deprived of his right after a trial in the ap- 
pellate court beeause of an inadvertent failure of the justice to sign his 
name to “the return of the appeal.” If the attention of the court had 
been called to the omission, it would have summoned the justice and per- 
mitted him to sign the return at any time during the trial or even after 
judgment. If either party was not content with the return as made, 
the court, upon motion, would have directed a “further or amended re- 
turn,” as provided by section 879. There is no merit in the defendant’s | 
contention, and the judgment must be 

Affirmed. 


Cited: McKenzie v. Development Co., 151 N. C., 278. 
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(179) 
PORTER v. ARMSTRONG. 


(Filed 3 October, 1905.) 


- Drainage Laws—Constitutional Law—Report of Commissioners— 
Findings by Court. 


1. The contention that our drainage laws (chapter 30 of The Code, and amend- 
ments thereto) are unconstitutional, in that the land is to be taken for a 
mere private purpose, is without merit. 


2. Where the judge set aside the report of commissioners heeniias the report 

| did not comply with the statute, and further found as a fact in his order 
that two of the commissioners had been guilty of gross indiscretion, this 
eourt would not reverse his order, whether the report conformed to the 
statute or not. 

8. The Code, chap. 30, and the amendment thereto, are the charts which should 
guide the commissioners, and that portion of the judge’s order, wherein 
he undertakes to instruct the new commissioners as to their duties, should 
be set aside. 


Action by Elisha Porter against T. J. Armstrong and others, heard 
before O. H. Allen, J., at February Term, 1905, of Penprr. 

This is an appeal by the plaintiff from an order setting aside the re- 
port of commissioners appointed pursuant to the act for draining and. 
damming lowlands, chapter 30 of The Code and amendments thereto. 


Stevens, Beasley & Weeks and Shepherd & Shepherd for plaintrff. 
E. K. Bryan and J.T. Bland for defendants. 


Brown, J. It is contended by the defendants that these proceedings 
be quashed, as the acts under which they are instituted are violative of 
the Federal Constitution, as well as our own, inasmuch as the land of the 
defendants is to be taken for a mere private purpose. The constitution- 
ality of our drainage laws has been settled as far as repeated decisions of 

this Court can settle it. Worfleet v. Cromwell, 70 N. C., 638; 
(180) Brown v. Keener, 74 N. C., 714; Pool v. Trexler, 76 N. C., 297, 
The judge below set sade the report “being of the soinion that 
the report of the commissioners, filed herein, does not comply with the 
statute in such case made and provided.” 

His Honor further finds as a fact in his order that two of the commis- 
sioners “have been guilty of gross indiscretion while hearing this cause,” 
and ordered that they be relieved from any further duties. This latter 
finding is sufficient to justify setting aside the order in his Honor’s dis- 
cretion. Although such is not the reason given for setting aside the 
report, yet in the face of such a finding by a judge of the Superior Court, 
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we would not feel justified in reversing his order, whether the report 
conformed to the statute or not. It is best in the interests of justice that 
the clerk proceed to carry the order into effect by appointing other com- 
missioners. 

That portion of his Honor’s order, herein he undertakes to instruct 
the new commissioners as to their canes should be set aside. Those 
instructions may or may not be correct. If incorrect, and they should 
be followed by the commissioners to be appointed, their report would 
have to be set aside. | 

‘The Code, chapter 30, and the amendments thereto are the charts which 
should guide the commissioners, and their decisions, findings and report 
should conform thereto. Upon the coming in of their report, its correct- 
ness may be reviewed. 

Let the cause be remanded to the Superior Court of Pender County to 
be proceeded with in accordance with this opinion. Let the costs of ap- 
peal be taxed equally against the plaintiff and the defendants. 

Modified and affirmed. 


Waker, J., concurs in result. 


Cited: Staton v. Staton, 148 N. C., 491; Sanderlin v. Luken, 152 
N. O., 741; Shelton v. White, 163 N. C., 98. 





(181) 
DARDEN v. TIMBERLAKE. 


(Filed 3 October, 1905.) 


Deeds, Construction of-—Heirs of Lwing Person—Husband and Wife 
—Tenants in Common—Tenants by Entirety—Surviworship. 


1, Under a deed to “S. and wife A., and their heirs, including the former chil- 
dren of said A., by another husband,” the plaintiffs, who are A.’s children 
by the former husband, and were living at the time of the execution of 
the deed, took as grantees and as tenants in common with 8. and A. 


2, The words “and their heirs,” in said deed are to be rejected as surplusage, 
a conveyance to the heirs of a living person being void. 


3. Where a conveyance is made to the husband and wife and three children, 
the husband and wife are together seized of one-fourth by entireties, and 
the children of one-fourth each, and upon the death of the wife, the hus- 
band acquires the one-fourth by right of survivorship. (Dictum in Hamp- 
ton v. Wheeler, 99 N. C., 222, corrected.) 


Action by Charles Darden and others against Nelson Timberlake and 
others, heard by W. R&. Allen, J., upon the pleadings and admissions 
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at May Term, 1905, of Wiuson. From the judgment rendered, both 
parties appealed. 


PLAINTIFF'S Appmat. 


Connor & Connor for plaintiffs. 
F. A. Woodard and Pow & Finch for defendants. 


Brown, J. Plaintiffs and defendants claim under a deed by “R. J. 

Taylor and wife, of the first part, and Samuel Williams and wife Annie, 

and their heirs, including the former children of the said Annie 

(182) by another husband, of the second part.” Annie died, leaving 

Sam surviving. They had no children of their marriage. Plain- 

tiffs are Annie’s children by the former husband. Defendants are Sam’s 

heirs at law. His Honor held that Sam, Annie and the three plaintiffs 

took as tenants In common, 4nd that each took one-fifth and that Sam 

acquired Annie’s fifth by survivorship, and that upon Sam’s death his 
undivided two-fifths descended to the defendants. 

J. The plaintiffs took as grantees under the deed. They were living at 
the time of its execution, and were the children of a named person. The 
designation is sufficiently certain to enable them to take as grantees. In 
Helms v. Austin, 116 N. C., 751, the grantees were “Sarah Staton, his 
wife, and her heirs, named on the back of this deed, of the other part.” 
On the back was endorsed the names of the children. In another deed 
referred to in the same case, the grantees are “Sarah Staton and her — 
children.” The deeds were held to be valid conveyances and created a 
tenancy in common between the grantees, including the children. See 
also King v. Stokes, 125 N. C., 514; Hampton v. Wheeler, 99 N. C., 222; 
9A. & E., (2 Ed.), p. 132, note 9. 

The oor “and their heirs” contained in the deed under considera- 
tion, are to be rejected as surplusage. A conveyance to the heirs of a liv- 
ing person is void, for nemo est haeres viventis. Broom’s Legal Maxims, 
522. A deed purports to convey in presenti, and the grantees cannot be 
ascertained until the death of the person named. 9 A. & E., Q Ed.), 
p. 182, note 9. But it is otherwise where the word ahildren is used. 
Eliminating the words, “‘and their heirs,’ Sam, Annie and the latter’s 
children (these plaintiffs), by a former husband, are the grantees in this 
deed. In our opinion, his Honor was correct in holding that those 
grantees took as tenants in common. 

2. His Honor held that Sam and Annie took one-fifth each. In this 
there was error. Sam and Annie took by entireties and not in sev- 

eralty.. They were neither joint tenants nor tenants in common 
(183) with each other. They were considered one person in law, and 
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could not take by moieties. They were both seized of an entirety. Upon 
this proposition the learned counsel for plaintiff, in an unusually help- 
ful and well prepared brief, cites us to Lord Coke, who says: “Also, if 
a, joint estate be made of land to a husband and wife and to a third per- 
son, in this case the husband and wife have in law in their right but the 
moiety (and the third person shall have as much as the husband and 
wife, viz., the other moiety, etc.) And the cause is, for that the husband 
and wife are but one person inlaw. . . . In the same manner it is 
where an estate is made to the husband and wife and to two other men, 
in this case the husband and wife hath but the third part, and the other 
men the other two parts.” Coke on Littleton, section 187b; Freeman on 
Cotenancy, page 129. See, also, 2 Kent-Com., star page 132; 2 BIk. 
Com., chapter 12, and notes to Cooley’s Edition; Bruce v. Nicholson, 
109 N. C., 202; Johnson v. Edwards, tbid., 466. It is useless to multiply 
authorities. It is elementary learning that husband and wife are seized 
by entireties, per tout et non per my, and upon such seizin the right of 
survivorship depends. 

In this connection we are not inadvertent to the dictum of Mr. Justice 
Merrimon in Hampton v. Wheeler, supra. The contest in that case was 
not as to whether Alfred Hampton and his wife took by entireties with 
the ineident of survivorship, but as to whether the husband and wife 
and their children were tenants in common. Hampton and wife had 
conveyed the land in fee. Their children were claiming as tenants in 
common with the grantees of their parents, and the real question decided 
was as to the effect of the statute of limitations. There being seven chil- 
dren, the learned justice was evidently in error in dividing the land into 
nine parts. Under all the authorities, Hampton and wife took 
one-eighth in entirety, instead of two-ninths. It was an evident (184) 
inadvertence upon the part of that able and usually accurate 
Judge. It is a case of “Homer nodding,” which sometimes happens to 
the best of judges. _ 

It follows, therefore, that Sam and Annie were together seized of one- 
fourth, and the three plaintiffs of one-fourth each. Same acquired the 
one-fourth by right of survivorship, which at his death descended to the 
defendant. The cause is remanded to the Superior Court of Wilson 
County with instructions to enter 4 decree in accordance with this 
opinion. 

Error. 

DEFENDANT’S APPEAL, 


Brown, J. The defendants claim the whole of the land, contending 
that the plaintiffs took nothing under the deed, but that Sam and Annie 
‘Willams took the whole of the land in fee, and that Sam acquired the 
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whole by survivorship. No authority is cited in the defendant, appel- 
lant’s brief to sustain this contention presented upon their appeal, and 
we have been unable to find any. The question presented by this appeal 
is decided adversely to the defendants by our opinion in the plaintiffs’ 
appeal. The cause is remanded to be proceeded with in aeconaance with 
that opinion. 

In holding that Sam and Annie Williams did not ae the whole of 
the land under the deed from Taylor and wife, his Honor committed no 
error. The defendants having lost both appeals are taxed with the costs 
of both. 

No error. 


Cited: Whitehead v. Weaver, 153 N. C., 89. 





(185) 
KIRKMAN vy. HOLLAND. : 


(Filed 3 October, 1905. ) 


Trusts—Adverse Possession—Statute of Limitations—Hvidence— 
Statute of Uses—Deeds. 


1. Where property was conveyed in trust for M. during her life, with power 
of appointment, and on her failure to make the appointment in trust to 
surrender and deliver up said property to such child, ete., as may be liy- 
ing at her death, and M. died in 1908: Held, that possession by the defend- 
ant of said property since 1856, claiming to own the same in fee simple, 
under a deed from W., who had no title, is adverse to the trustee and bars 
the plaintiffs, who are the child and grandchild of M. | 


2. Evidence that the trustees had knowledge ‘of a contract entered into between 
M., under which the property was turned over to the father of W., who 
was soon in possession of said property, was incompetent. 


8. Evidence that the trustees from 1855 and up to the death of M. made no ef- 
fort to recover possession of the property because he was told by M. not 
to do'so, that she had sold her life estate, but that her daughters would 
be entitled to the property after her death, was properly excluded. 


4, A trust, declared in a deed to a trustee which imposed the duty upon the 
trustee to convey the legal title when directed by M., and in default of such 
instruction to surrender and deliver it up to such child, ete., as M. might 
leave surviving, is not of that class which is executed by the statute of 
uses. 


5. When the trustee, in an active trust, is barred by the statute of limitations, 
the cestuis que trustent are also barred. 
6. Where one has a deed conveying no title, interest or estate, and enters under 
said deed, claiming to own the land in fee simple, such possssion is adverse 
to the owner. 
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Action by Emeline Kirkman and another against J. B. Holland and 
others, heard by W. R. Allen, J., wpon an agreed statement of facts 
at February Term, 1905, of Craven, From a judgment nor the ae 
ants, the plaintiffs appealed. 

This is an action for the recovery of two lots in the city of New Bern. 
Plaintiffs claimed under the following chain of title: Deed from 
Joseph Merkell to Jno. Peter Merkell, bearing date 15 April, (186) 
1841, upon the following uses and trust, to wit: “In trust for the 
sole ad separate use of Caroline M. Merkell, wife of the said Joseph 
Merkell, during the life of the said Caroline Merkell, so that said real 
estate hereby granted shall not be liable, or in any manner subject to, the 
debts, contracts or engagements of the said Joseph Merkell, and further 
to grant and convey said property or any part thereof to such person or 
persons for such considerations and for such interests and estates as the 
said Caroline M. Merkell, shall, by any writing under hand and seal dur- 
ing her coverture, direct, limit or appoint, and upon the dissolution of 
the said marriage by the death of the said Caroline M. Merkell, and on 
her failure to make the appointment above mentioned in trust to sur- 
render and deliver up said property to such child or children of the 
said Joseph Merkell, and Caroline M. Merkell, his wife, as may be 
living at her decease.” 

By successive conveyances, the title to the said property was vested 
in R, A. Russell on 4 August, 1855, upon the same trusts set forth in the 
deed of 15 April, 1841. Carolina M. Merkell died on 27 December, 1903. 
The plaintiff, Emeline Kirkman, is a daughter, and plaintiff, Ella Moore, 
is a granddaughter of the said Carolina M. Merkell. The defendants 
claim title to the real estate in controvery under deed executed by T. G. 
Wall and wife, Janet, to Samuel Bishop during 1856. The said Janet 
Wall was a daughter of William Hollister. This deed recites that this 
lot had been contracted to be sold to Wm. Holhster. By mesne convey- 
ances such title as Bishop acquired by said deed passed to and vested in 
the defendants. The defendants, and those under whom they claim, by 
the said chain of title have been in possession of the said property 
under said deeds claiming to own the same in fee simple since 6 (187) 
June, 1856. That plaintiffs and the trustees had no other notice 
of this claim than that which the law implies from actual possession and. 
the registration of the deeds. The plaintiffs offered to show by R. A. 
Russell, the trustee and brother of Caroline Merkell, that he had knowl- 
edge of a contract entered into between Caroline Merkell and Joseph 
Merkell, under which the lot was turned over to William Hollister, a near 
relative of Janet Wall, who was soon in possession of said property. To 
this testimony the defendant objected. Objection sustained and plaintiffs 
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excepted. Plaintiffs also offered to show by said witness that from 1855 
and up to the death of Caroline Merkell, his sister, he made no effort to 
recover the possession of the said property because he was told by his said | 
sister not to do so, that she had sold her life estate, but that her daugh- 
ters would be entitled to the said property after her death. Defendants 
objected; objection sustained and plaintiffs excepted. The defendants 
relied upon the statute of limitations to bar the action of the plaintiffs. 
Judgment was rendered for the defendants and plaintiffs appealed. 


W. D. Melver for plaintiffs. 
W. W. Clark for defendants. 


Conwor, J., after stating the facts: The first question to be disposed 
of is the admissibility of the proposed testimony. In respect to the first 
question, we concur with his Honor. Assuming the fact to be proven, 
which we must do for the purpose of passing upon the exception, we do 
not see how it could affect the right of the defendants; they do not claim 
under William Hollister, nor does it appear that he was to become the 
purchaser. The mere fact that Joseph Merkell and his wife made a con- 
tract, under which the lot was turned over to him prior to the execution 

of the deed from his daughter, Mrs. Wall, to Bishop, did not 
(188) tend to show that either Mrs. Wall or her grantees were in pos- 

session under Mrs. Merkell. The contract may, so far as it ap- 
pears, have been a lease to Mr. Hollister. The fact that he was “soon in. 
possession” does not intend to show that he was a purchaser, and if it 
did, there is no legal connection between that fact and the execution of 
the deed by his daughter to Bishop. If the fact were admitted, the deed 
from Wall and wife would have conveyed no estate either legal or equit- 
able to Bishop. In respect to the second question we also concur with 
his Honor. We do not perceive how Mrs. Merkell’s declaration, that she 
had sold her life estate, can be competent against the defendants. If 
competent, the proposed testimony is too indefinite to base any conelu- 
sion upon. It does not appear to whom she said that she had sold, or when 
the declaration was made. If made after the entry by Bishop, under his 
deed, it would be clearly incompetent. With the proposed testimony ex- 
cluded, the case as decided by his Honor presents the single question 
whether the possession by Bishop and those claiming under him was ad- 
verse to the trustee, thereby barring the cestuis que trustent. It is clear 
that the trust declared in the deed to John Peter Merkell, which passed 
to Russell, was not one of that class which was executed by the statute 
of uses. The duties imposed upon the trustee to convey the legal title 
when directed by Mrs. Merkell and in default of such direction to “sur- 
render and deliver it up to such child, etc., as she might leave surviving” 
prevented the operation of the statute. Perkins v. Brinkley, 183 N. C., 
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154. The legal title remained in the trustee until the death of Mrs. 
Merkell. This being so, it would seem that the case comes directly within 
and must be governed by the decision of this Court in King v. Rhew, 
108 N. C., 696. There is but one possible difference between the two 
cases. In that case it was admitted that the defendant had been in the 
actual, open possession of the land claiming adversely under said 

deed and such possession was adverse, unless in law it was not so. (189) 
In our case it is admitted that the defendants and those under 
whom they claim have been in posession under such deeds, claiming to 
own said property in fee simple since 1856. We are unable to see any 
substantial difference between the two cases. When one has a deed con- 
veying no title, interest or estate and enters under said deed, claiming 
to own the land in fee simple, it is difficult to see why such possession is 
not adverse to the owner. The learned counsel for the plaintiffs call our 
attention to section 146 of The Code. It is not necessary to consider the 
effect of this section because, conceding the presumption raised thereby, 
it is rebutted by the admission im the case agreed. The counsel suggest 
that the decision in King v. Rhew, supra, is based upon subtle refinement 
rather upon plain reason. However this may be, the opinion of Mr. Jus- 
tice Shepherd shows clearly that in this State, at least, the authorities 
are uniform. The discussion in that opinion leaves nothing to be said 
by us upon the subject. It would seem that, accepting as we must do 
the doctrine as announced in that case, the facts in this record bring the 
case clearly within it. There the defendant grantors entered under a 
deed attempted to be made by the owner of the equitable life estate. 
There was in fact no ouster of the life tenant. She and her husband 
undertook to sell the lot and put the purchaser in possession—yet the 
Court held that because the deed was void by reason of a defect in its 
form and execution, the entry of the grantee was an ouster of the trustee 
and the possession adverse. In our case, if the proposed testimony were 
competent it would not show any deed or paper title to Mrs. Wall. If 
Russell had owned the land free from any trust there would be no ques- 
tion that upon the admitted facts he would be barred. This being so, 
the cestuis que trustent are also barred. It is‘a hardship on the plaintiffs 
and if it were an open question, we should attach much weight to the 
able argument and brief of their counsel, but we cannot unset- 

tle rights acquired under decisions ohn have become rules of (190) 
property. The judgment must be 

Affirmed. 


— Cited: Cameron v. Hicks, 141 N. C., 32; Cherry v. Power Co., 142 
N. C., 410; Webb v. Borden, 145 N. C., 197, 201; Brown v. Brown, 168 
N. C., 138; Hayden v. Hayden, 178 N. C., 264. 

169 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. [139 





OUTLAW v. GARNER. 


OUTLAW v. GARNER. 
_ (Filed 3 October, 1905.) 


Wills—Legacies—Evidence—Presumption of Payment of Legacves— 
) Burden of Proof. 

1. Defendant’s intestate in January, 1861, was bequeathed, among other lega- 
cies, $500.00 in money to her and her heirs forever, and if she died leav-— 
ing no child, said money to go to plaintiff’s intestate and her heirs. De- 
fendant’s intestate died in 1903, leaving no child, and plaintiff’s intestate 
died in 1887. In this action, brought to recover the $500.00 alleging that 
the legacy had been paid to defendant’s intestate, the following evidence: 
1. The will. 2. The inventory and account sale filed in 1861, showing $13,- 
000. 38. Report of commissioner showing that in September, 1863, that 
there was in the hands of executors $14,000 due the legatees, none of whom 
had then been paid. 4. Receipts from two of the legatees in 1868, ac- 
knowledging receipt of a much smaller amount than their legacies, in full 
of all due from said executor, was properly held no evidence of payment 
of said $500.00 legacy to defendant’s intestate. 


2. The presumption of payment from the lapse of time arises only between the 
executor and legatee, between debtor and creditor, it being a protection to 
discharge a liability and it can not arise te create a liability to a third 
person on the part of the person who should have received the legacy. 


8. To create any liability on the part of the legatee over to the remainderman, 
there must be proof that the legatee recovered the sum. 


Action by J. B. Outlaw, Administrator of Axy Simmons, deceased,. 

against Joel J. Garner, Administrator of Rachel Garris, deceased, 

(191) heard by W. BR. Allen, J., and a jury, at August Term, 1905, 

of Durriy. From a judgment for the defendant, the plaintiff 
appealed. 


Grady and Graham for plaintcff. 
H. B. Parker, Jr., and Thad. Jones for defendant. 


Crarx,C. J. Nathan Garner, who died in January, 1861, bequeathed, 
among other legacies, to his daughter Rachel, a negro girl, and “$500 in 
money to her and her heirs forever. If the said Rachel Garner should 
die leaving no child or children, my will and desire is further that Axy 
Simmons to have said negro girl and the $500 to her heirs forever.” 
Rachel died a widow and intestate in November, 1903, leaving no child. 
Axy Simmons died intestate in February, 1887, and the plaintiff quali- 
fied as her administrator 13 January, 1904. This action was brought 
to recover the $500, alleging that the legacy had been paid to Rachel 
Garner. This is denied by the answer. The plaintiff, to sustain the 
burden of this allegation, relies upon the following evidence: 1. The 
will which bequeathed $3,300 in pecuniary legacies and made specific 
devises of certain realty and required the residue to be sold and pro- 
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ceeds divided between his four sons. 2. The inventory and account sales, 
filed by the executors, January and February, 1861, showing nearly $13,- 
000 total. 8. Report of commissioner showing that on 9 September, 
1863, there was in the hands of said executors nearly $14,000 (including 
interest) due the legatees, none of whom had then been paid. 4. Re- 
ceipts from two legatees (out of the ten) in April and October, 1868, 
acknowledging receipts of a much smaller. amount than their respective 
legacies, “in full of all due from said executor.” 

The Court properly held that there was no evidence of payment of 
‘said $500 legacy to Rachel to charge her estate in favor of the plaintiff. 
Had there been any presumption of payment, it would have arisen 
at the end of the two years, when by the statute (Rev. Code, ch. (192) 
46, sec. 24) the executor was required to pay over, and this was 
rebutted by the plaintiff’s evidence that the legacies were still unpaid in 
September, 1863, and the only evidence of subsequent payment was that 
of much smaller sums than their legacies “in full payment” to two other 
legatees in 1868. This was surely no evidence of a payment in full, or 
_ any payment at all, to Rachel. The inference, if any, indeed would be 
to the contrary. 

But aside from that, the presumption of payment from the lapse of 
time arises only between the executor and legatee, between debtor and 
creditor. It is a protection to discharge a liability. It cannot arise to 
ereate a liability to a third person on the part of the person who should 
have received the legacy. To create any liability on the part of the 
legatee over to the remainderman, there must be proof that the legatee 
received the sum. : When A owes B the lapse of time may raise a pre- 
sumption of payment for the protection of A who may have lost his re- 
ceipt, or have satisfied B otherwise than by payment, but it never creates 
a liability on B’s part to a third person by reason of such presumed pay- 
ment. Like the statute of limitations, presumption of payment “1s a 
shield, never a sword.” This is clearly stated by Mr. Justice Burwell, 
in Cox v. Brower, 114 N. C., 422, that the presumption of payment of 
a legacy is in favor of the party to be charged (not against him) “for 
the sake of repose and to discourage stale claims.” The presumption 
against official misconduct also is a presumption in favor of the officer 
and cannot be invoked for the purpose of putting another officer in de- 
fault. 22 A. & E. (2 Ed.), 1270; Weimer v. Bunbury, 30 Mich., 201; 
Houghton v. Rees, 84 Mich., 481. 

The fact that a debtor could and ought to have paid is not proof or 
presumption in favor of one seeking to charge the creditor. The 
party relying upon such payment, as a cause of action, must (198) 
prove it. In nonsuiting the plaintiff there was | 


No error. 
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STONE v. STEAMSHIP CO. 
- (Filed 3 October, 1905.) 


Carriers—Warehousemen or Wharfinger—F rerght—N egligence 
Custom—Evidence. 

1. Where goods were placed upon the defendant’s wharf and the plaintiffs, 
consignees, were notified of their arrival and paid the freight and com- 
menced to remove them, the defendant’s responsibility, as a common car- 
rier, thereby terminated, and any obligation which remained was that of 
warehouseman or wharfinger, and the standard of conduct is that of. 
ordinary care. 


2. Where goods arrived at destination on Tuesday and were placed upon de- 
fendant’s wharf (which is not enclosed, but is covered by a tin shed), ac- 
cording to local usage, and plaintiffs were immediately notified of their 
arrival, were given time to remove them, and paid the freight and removed 
a part of the same to their place of business on Wednesday, and on that 
night said goods were damaged by a wind and snow storm: Held, that 
these facts do not amount to actionable negligence. 


3. While neither usage nor custom, as a general rule, will sanction or excuse 
an act which the law condemns as negligent, it is pertinent evidence on 
the question whether there has been negligence in a given case. 


Action by R. R. Stone and others against Clyde Steamship Company, 
heard by O. H. Allen, J., wpon appeal from the justice of the peace 
at April Term, 1905, of New Hanover, on the following case agreed: 

1. The plaintiffs are a partnership doing business in Wilmington, and 
the defendant is a corporation operating a line of steamships for the 

purpose of carrying freight and passengers between New York 
(194) and Wilmington and other points. 

2. At the termination of its line in Wilmington the defendant 
owns and controls a wharf or platform upon which goods are unloaded 
from its vessels; the said platform is not enclosed, but is covered by a 
tin shed or roof under which said goods are piled on being unloaded; the 
said platform is open at all times and on a level with the ground, and 
upon it consignees of freight are accustomed to go and do go with drays 
and other vehicles, for the removal of freight; the defendant makes no 
charge to shippers or consignees of freight for the use of said platform 
or wharf except as follows: The vessel from New York arrives on Tues- 
day of each week on its regular schedule and is unloaded on Tuesday, 
and if consignees allow goods to remain on platform longer than the next 
Monday, a charge is made for the same, but no such charge was made in 
this case. It is the custom of the customers of the defendant in Wilming- 
ton to remove the same from said wharf at their earliest convenience, 
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the defendant having no other means of storing the same, and this is 
known by the shippers and receivers of freight. 

3. On 24 January, 1904, the Hargrave Biscuit Co., of Baltimore, 
shipped to the plaintiffs, at Wilmington, N. C., over the defendant’s 
line, certain boxes of crackers to be delivered to the said plaintiffs at 
Wilmington, N. C., and the said defendant received the same for trans- 
portation and issued its bill of lading therefor. 

4, The said goods arrived in Wilmington on defendant’s vessel on the 
‘morning of Tuesday, 9 February, 1904, and were delivered from said 
vessel upon the said wharf or platform in said city on the same day, and 
defendant immediately notified plaintiffs of such arrival; on Wednesday, 
10 February, 1904, the plaintiffs paid the freight due upon said goods 
and removed a part of the same from said platform or wharf to their 
own place of business; on the night of the 10th, after said freight had . 
been paid, a wind and snow storm occurred in Wilmington and 
blew snow and rain under the said shed.and upon the said goods, (195) 
by reason of which the said goods were damaged to the amount 
of $29.55 before the plaintiffs had completed the moving of the same to 
their own place of business. | 

It is agreed that this case may be submitted to the court on the fore- 
going statement of facts and that the court may render a judgment 
thereon as it may find the law to be. 

From a judgment for the defendant, the plaintiffs appealed. 


Louis Goodman for plainttffs. 
Rountree & Carr for defendant. 


Hoxez, J. On the foregoing facts and according to our decisions de- 
fendant’s responsibility as common carrier had terminated (Hilliard v. 
R. R., 51 N. C., 343), and any obligation which remained was that of 
warehouseman or wharfinger. The standard of conduct in such ease is 
that of ordinary care, and applying such standard to the facts before us, 
we are of opinion that there has been no negligence on the part of the de- 
fendant which amounts to an actionable wrong. The goods were placed 
on the defendant’s wharf according to local usage, known to defendant’s 
customers, and presumably acquiesced in by the plaintiff, as he paid the 
freight and commenced the removal of the goods without any protest as 
to their placing. While it is true that neither usage nor custom, as a 
general rule, will sanction or excuse an act which the law condemns as 
negligent, it is pertinent evidence on the question whether there has been 
negligence in a given case. Morehead v. Brown, 51 N. C., 367. 

Furthermore, the plaintiff-had been promptly notified of the arrival of 
the goods, and, so far as appears, had been given ample time and oppor- 
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(196) tunity to remove them. On the facts disclosed in the case agreed, 
the authorities are against the plaintiff’s right to recover. Chalk 
v. R. R., 85 N. C., 428; Holdsclaw v. Duff, 27 Mo., 392. 


No error. 





PEACOCK v. BARNES. 
(Filed 3 October, 1905.) . 


Judicial Sales—Shortage in Acres—Correction of Mistake—Warranty. 


1. Where a complaint alleges that the plaintiff, at a sale by a commissioner to 
make assets, purchased at a certain price per acre, a tract of land, the 
commissioner representing that said land contained 416 acres, and bids 
being asked for at so much per acre, and paid for 416 acres, and subse- 
quently ascertained that the tract contained only 520 acres: Held, that a 
cause of action is set up, in seeking to correct an overpayment by reason 
of an error in calculating the amount due, when there is no laches shown 
as to the purchaser and no change of condition by reason of which cor- 
rection would work a prejudice to those for whose interest the land was 
sold. | 

2. There is no implied warranty in the sale of real estate when made otherwise 
than by judicial decree, either as to quantity, title, or encumbrance, and 
the cases in which the courts have relieved the purchaser at a judicial 
sale by reason of a defect of title or shortage, have been usually instances 
in which such matters have been called to the attention of the Court prior 
to confirmation and payment, and while the sale was under the control of 
the Court. | | 


_ Action by J. W. Peacock against Ida Barnes and others, heard by 
Council, J., wpon the pleadings at the February Term, 1905, of Wit- 
son. From a judgment overruling the demurrer, the defendants ap- 
pealed. ss | 


(197) F. A. Woodard and Pou & Finch for plaintiff. 
Connor & Connor for defendants. 


Cruarxk, O. J. Certain lands of Harris Winstead, deceased were sold 
to make assets to pay debts by a commissioner appointed by the Court 
in that proceeding. The net proceeds were applied to the discharge of 
sundry mortgages upon the land and the surplus was divided between his 
heirs at law—two daughters—and was invested in real estate. Other 
real estate of said Winstead was duly partitioned between his said daugh- 
ters and devisees. At the sale of the land by the commissioner aforesaid 
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to make assets, lot No. 5 was purchased by the plaintiff at the price of 
$11.10 per acre, the commissioner representing that said lot contained 
416 acres and bids being asked for said land at so much per acre. The 
plaintiff Peacock paid for said tract the sum of $4,616.60 being the price, 
calculating 416 acres at $11.10 per acre. Subsequently he ascertained 
that the tract in truth contained only 320 acres, making a deficiency of 
96 acres by reason of which at $11.10 per acre he had overpaid $1,065.60. 
For the recovery of this sum with interest thereon, this action is brought 
and plaintiff asks that he be abrogated to the rights of the creditors, 
whose debits were discharged to the extent of said $1,060.60, and that the 
land bought with the surplus of the proceeds from said sale, and the other 
realty of said Winstead in the hands of his devisees, be sold by a com- 
missioner that he may be reimbursed the aforesaid sum overpaid by him 
in the purchase of lot No. 5. | 

The defendant demurs on the ground that no cause of action was 
stated because the complaint does not aver that the number of acres was 
falsely or fraudulently misrepresented by the defendants or the commis- 
sioner, nor that either of them knew that the number of acres in lot No. 
5 (whose boundaries were correctly given in the complaint in the pro- 
ceedings to sell the land) was intentionally stated incorrectly in the 
complaint, nor that there was an intent to deceive, nor is it 
averred that Peacock exercised due care to ascertain the number (198) 
of acres before making such purchase and payment, nor is it al- 
leged that any of the defendants were in possession of any information 
as to the number of acres, which was not communicated to the plaintiff. 

The demurrer was promptly overruled. This is not an action for 
breach of warranty, nor for fraud and deceit in the sale of land by the 
commissioner. In such action the complaint would be fatally defective 
for failure to make the averments whose lack is pointed out by the de- 
murrer. It is also true that there is no implied warranty in the sale of 
real estate when made otherwise than by judicial decree, either as to 
quantity, title or incumbrance, Barden v. Stickney, 180 N. C., 62, and 
that the cases in which the courts have relieved the purchaser at a judi- 
cial sale by reason of a defect of title or shortage have been usually in- 
stances in which such matters have been called to the attention of the 
court, prior to confirmation and payment and while the sale was under 
the control of the court. Here, if the purchaser is shown to have been 
negligent or guilty of laches in not sooner ascertaining the shortage, or 
in failing to act promptly upon ascertaining such fact, he would have 
no standing in a court of equity. But upon the plaintiff’s averments ad- 
mitted by the demurrer, the purchaser relied upon the representations 
of the commissioner appointed by the court. The bid made and accepted 
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was $11.10 per acre. That fact both sides understood. That was the es- 
sence of the contract of sale. It was a mutual mistake, so far as ap- 
pears, that in calculating the amount of the bill, the purchaser was 
charged and paid for 96 acres more than he had purchased. It is still 
in the power of the court to correct the error and the defendants will 
suffer no prejudice therefrom. 
When the case goes back, it will be open to the defendants to deny the 
shortage, or set up laches of the plaintiff or any other defense they may 
be advised. We do no more than to hold that a cause of action is 
(199) set up by the complaint; in seeking to correct an overpayment 
by reason of an error in calculating the amount due for land 
bought at a judicial sale at which the land was put up and sold by the 
acre, when there is no laches shown or averred as to the purchaser, and 
no change of condition or other cause by reason of which correction of 
the error by the court would work a prejudice to those for whose interest 
the land was sold. 
No error. 


Connor, J., did not sit on the hearing of this appeal. 


Cited: S.c., 142 N. C., 217; Griffin v. Barrett, 176 N. C., 475. 





YARBOROUGH v. HUGHES. 
(Filed 3 October, 19035. ) 


Contracts—Reformation and Cancellation—Attorney and Client—Trus- 
tees—Usurious T'ransaction—Documentary Hvidence—Presumptions 
from Failure to Produce Hvidence—N otice to Produce—Partial New 
Trial. 


1. Where the plaintiff’s land was advertised for sale under a deed of trust and 
prior to the sale the defendant made a contract with the plaintiffs, agree- 
ing to buy the land for himself with the stipulation that he would sell it 
to the plaintiffs for the amount of the purchase money paid by him, “with 
a reasonable advance thereon,” as a profit to himself, the total sum to be 
divided into three installments, and when the installments were paid in 
full, the defendant should convey the land to the plaintiffs, the full agree- 
ment to be reduced to writing after the sale; and the defendant bought 
the land at the sale for $1,475, and he and the plaintiff entered into a con- 
tract containing substantially the above stipulations, except that it fixed 
the amount of the purchase money at $2,115: Held, that the plaintiffs 
have no equity to cancel or reform the contract, there being no suggestion 
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that defendant occupied any fiduciary relation to them at the time, or that 
there was any fraud practiced, and no issue asked as to the reasonable- 
ness of the price. 


2. It is not reversible error for the Court to refuse to give an instruction in re- 
sponse to a prayer, where it appears that it was afterwards given by the 
. Court in its charge. 


3. Where the defendant trustee in a deed of trust was advised by his attorney 
that he could not buy at his own sale, and the attorney said that he could 
not represent him at all if he was expected to represent D., a prospective 
purchaser, but the attorney prepared the advertisement of sale as a cour- 
tesy to defendant, and after that became the attorney of D., having re- 
ceived a letter from the latter requesting that he act for him at the sale, 
and he further testified that he had completely severed his connection with 
the plaintiff as his attorney and represented D. alone at the sale, it was 
proper for the Court to refuse to instruct the jury that the attorney was in 
law the attorney of the defendant and D. 

4. The profit realized by the defendant, even if excessive, would not amount 
to usury, unless it was a mere device to cover and conceal an usurious 
transaction, and this would depend upon the intent with which the in- 
crease was exacted and in the absence of a finding of unlawful intent, the 
transaction will not be declared usurious. 

5. Where a party fails to introduce in evidence documents that are relevant 
to the matter in question and within his control, and offers in lieu of their 
production secondary or other evidence of inferior value, there is a pre- 
sumption or at least an inference that the evidence withheld, if forthcom- 
ing, would injure his case. 

6. Where the pleadings themselves are notice to a party of the importance of 
eertain writings in his possession as evidence, notice to produce is not 
necessary. The failure to produce or notice merely increases the strength 
of the presumption or inference, or adds weight to the evidence, if any, 
offered by the other side as to their contents. 

%. Where two issues are independent of and clearly severable from the others, 
it presents a proper case for the exercise of the discretion of this court to 
restrict the new trial to said two issues. 


Acrion by A. L. Yarborough and others against W. T. Hughes and 
M. L. T. Davis, heard by Council, J., and a jury, at April Term, 1905, 
of Franxziin. From a judgment for the defendants, the pene ap- 
pealed. 

This action was brought to set aside a sale of land made by (201) 
the defendant, W. T. Hughes, under the power given in a con- 
tract between him and the plaintiffs, dated 26 April, 1902, the other 
defendant, M. L. T. Davis, having purchased the land at the sale and 
received a deed therefor from his co-defendant. _ 

Plaintiffs alleged that the defendants were jointly interested - in the 
contract containing the power, although on its face it appears to have 
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been made by them with W. T. Hughes alone, and that the sale under 
the power was in fact and in law conducted by W. T. Hughes, through 
his attorney, and the land. bid in by the same attorney in the name of. 
Davis, but really for the use and benefit of Hughes or for the joint bene 
fit of Hughes and Davis, who were at the time co-partners in trade. 
The facts necessary to be stated for an understanding of the case are 
these: Joseph Branch, an ancestor of the plaintiffs, other than the hus- 
bands of those who are married and the widow of Branch, was at his 
death the owner of the land, and after his death his heirs to whom it had 
descended (or some of them who had received a deed from J. M. Allen, 
purchaser at the administrator’s sale under a prior agreement with him), 
conveyed it to F. 8. Spruill, as trustee, to secure certain debts of Jos. 
Branch, and perhaps some other debts, with power of sale in case of de- 
fault. My. Spruill sold the land in accordance with the terms of the © 
deed of trust and W. T. Hughes became the purchaser at the price of 
$1,475. Plaintiffs allege that before this sale Hughes had agreed to buy 
the land in for them, and that the transaction should be treated either as 
a loan of the amount of the purchase money or as a purchase by him 
for them, with the right to redeem or buy it back on paying the amount 
of the bid and interest; but a written contract, dated March 22, 1902, 
was put in evidence: the substance of which was that ices 
(202) agreed to buy the inne for himself with a stipulation that he 
would sell it to the plaintiffs for the amount of the purchase 
money paid by him “with a reasonable advance thereon” as a profit to 
himself, the total sum to be divided into three equal instalments, one of 
which was to be paid each year for the next three years as rent, and it 
was further agreed that when the three instalments were paid in full, 
Hughes should convey the land to the plaintiffs. There was a stipula- 
tion in the contract for a lien on the crops and a clause of forfeiture and 
a power of sale if default was made in the payment of any one of the in- 
stalments of rent or purchase money. It was further provided that the 
full agreement should be reduced to writing after the sale by Mr. Spruill, 
as trustee, which was then advertised for 7 April, 1902. There was also 
in evidence a written agreement purporting to be the one provided for in 
the paper writing just mentioned. It contained substantially the same 
stipulations, except that it fixed the amount of the purchase money at 
$2,115, to be divided into three equal instalments and paid as above pro- 
vided. There were other terms, not necessary to be mentioned. This 
contract was duly acknowledged by all of the parties before the clerk. 
Plaintiffs alleged that they had made certain payments on the debt to 
Hughes, reducing the amount of it to $1,185.08. They having defaulted 
in the payment of the instalments according to the contract, Hughes 
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advertised and sold the land under the power and it was purchased by 
his co-defendant Davis. Issues were submitted to the jury and the 
answers thereto were as follows: 1. Hughes paid Spruill, trustee, for 
the land, $1,475. 2. Plaintiffs paid to Hughes in 1902 over and above 
supplies furnished to them by him $516.85. 3. The annual rental value 
of the land is $225. 4. The value of the wood cut and removed by de- 
fendants $10. 5. The land brought at the sale by Hughes under the 
power, 22 December, 1902, $1,692. 6. Defendants were not mutually 
interested in the purchase of the land at the sale of 7 April, 1902, 

by F. S. Spruill. 7. Defendants were not mutually interested (203) 
in the purchase of the land at the sale of 22 December, 1902. And 
(reversing the order of the last two issues). 8. Davis was represented 
by Mr. Ruffin, as attorney, at the sale of 22 December, 1902. 9. The said 
attorney did not represent Hughes at that sale. Judgment was entered 
for the defendants upon this verdict, and the plaintiffs excepted and ap- 
pealed. 3 


W.-M. Person and T. T. Hicks for placntrffs. 
LS. Sprualt for defendants. 


Waker, J., after stating the case: We may assume for the sake of 
the argument, if not for all purposes, that the written agreement be- | 
tween the plaintiffs and Hughes, dated 26 April, 1902, is a contract to 
sell or to make title upon payment of the purchase money and compliance 
with the other stipulations, notwithstanding that it has some of the 
' usual terms of a lease expressed in it. Puffer v. Lucas, 112 N. C., 377; 
Clark v Hill, 117 N. C., 11; Mfg. Co. v. Gray, 121 N. C., 168; Hervey v. 
Locomotive Works, 93 U.8., 664. The plaintiffs therefore had the right, 
or, after default, the equity to redeem the premises by paying the pur- 
chase money and in other respects complying with the agreement, and 
the defendant Hughes had the right to foreclose by sale when there was 
any default. The contention of the plaintiffs thus far may be admitted, 
and the case was really tried on the plaintiff’s theory. They have there- 
fore substantially had the full benefit of the principle involved in their 
second prayer. The plaintifi’s allegation that Hughes bought upon the 
promise that he would convey to them on payment of the amount of his 
bid and interest, is not sustained. There was no issue upon this allega- 
tion, and indeed it seems to have been abandoned or at least waived for 
the present. They further claim that the contract of 26 April, 1902, was 
onerous, oppressive and therefore inequitable, and that the court should 
not enforce it. There was no issue asked or submitted which 
presented this contention. By the agreement of 22 March, (204) 
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1902, Hughes was to buy at the approaching sale and convey to plaintiffs 
upon payment of his outlay and a reasonable advance thereon, which it 
was agreed should be the purchase price to be paid in three equal instal- 
ments. We do not see why he did not have the right to make this con- 
tract with the plaintiffs, or how it was onerous or unconscionable for him 
to do so. They had no money and requested him to bid in the land, as 
he had money for the purpose. He was to buy for himself, so says the 
contract, and to sell to them for a reasonable profit on the transaction. 
There is no suggestion that he stood in any position of trust or confi- 
dential relation to them at the time, or that there was undue influence 
used or any fraud practiced to obtain the contracts. Defendants agreed 
in the preliminary contract to pay a fair and reasonable amount over 
and above his bid, and by the contract executed in April they virtually 
affirmed that the amount fixed was reasonable. Nothing else appearing 
we are unable to hold that the plaintiffs have any equity to cancel or to 
reform the contract or to pay a less sum than it calls for. They asked 
for no issue as to the reasonableness of the price charged by Hughes, 
and we must conclude that this matter was fairly and finally adjusted 
by the parties in April, in accordance with their previous understand- 
ing as evidenced by the agreement made in March. If the price was 
reasonable and there was no fraud or other vitiating element, the con- 
tract must stand both in law and in equity. The first, third and sixth 
prayers of the plaintiffs were therefore properly refused. 

Upon the sixth and seventh issues, the plaintiffs requested the court 
to charge the jury that they might consider the manner of keeping the 
accounts by defendants, it appearing that certain items paid by plaintiffs 

on the debt were entered on the books in the name of W. T. Hughes 
(205) & Co., and that a receipt for rents was given to David Perry, one 

of the plaintiffs, in the name of the firm, and the supplies entered 
as furnished by the firm, which was composed of W. T. Hughes and 
M. L. T. Davis. This instruction, it appears, was not given in response 
to plaintiffs’ prayer, but by referring to the charge we find that it was 
afterwards given by the court, and the contentions of the parties and the 
evidence bearing thereon fully explained to the jury. There was there- 
fore no reversible error in refusing to give that part of the instruction 
_ embraced by the seventh prayer of plaintiffs, which related to this matter. 

Before considering the remaining portion of this prayer, we will dis- 
pose of two other exceptions, as it is more convenient to treat of them 
In this order. 

In the fourth prayer the plaintiffs requested the court to instruct the 
jury that the testimony of the attorney, if believed, constituted him in 
law, at the time of the sale of 22 December, 1902, the attorney of Hughes 
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and Davis, and for that reason the sale was void and passed no title. The 
testimony was to the effect that Hughes told his attorney that there 
would be a default, and that if there was he would sell the land. The 
attorney then advised him that he could not buy at his own sale, as 
Hughes had intimated that the land might not bring the amount of the 
debt and he would have to bid it in. Hughes then suggested the names 
of several parties who would bid, and he was told by his attorney that he 
could not buy directly or indirectly, and that it must be some one not 
interested in the sale. Hughes then said Mr. Davis had money for in- 
vestment and that he would suggest to him not to let the land be sold 
at less than its value. The attorney then said that he could not rep- 
resent him at all, but that he must go there and make the sale him- 
self, and added that if he was expected to represent Mr. Davis, he 
could not conduct the sale, as he could not, being attorney for 
Hughes, make a bid for anybody else. He then prepared the (206) 
advertisement of sale, as a courtesy to Hughes, and after that 
became the attorney of Davis, having ‘received a letter from the lat- 
ter requesting that he act for him at this sale, limiting his bid to 
$1,700, and promising to remit the cash should he become the purchaser. 
It is not necessary to recite all the other testimony on this point. It will 
suffice to add that the witness further testified, in substance that he had 
completely severed his connection with Hughes, as his attorney, and rep- 
resented Davis alone at the sale. The jury accepted this version of the 
transaction, as they found that the witness did not act for Hughes at 
the sale, but solely for Davis. There being evidence to sustain the ver- 
dict, it must be an end of the matter. | 

As we construe the evidence, the conduct of the attorney was perfectly 
correct both in law and in fact. When it appeared to him from what 
Hughes said that he expected him to represent him at the sale, he 
promptly advised him of the law on the subject, and of the impropriety 
of his acting in a dual capacity and representing opposing, if not con- 
flicting interests, and immediately divested himself of all obligation to 
Hughes as his attorney and ceased to act for him. It was a question of 
fact to be determined by the jury under the proper guidance of the 
court. The exceptions to the refusal of the court to give the instruc- 
tions contained in the fourth and fifth prayers are therefore overruled. 

After the verdict had been returned, the plaintiffs requested the court 
to adjudge upon the verdict that the defendant Hughes had received 
from the plaintiffs $730.85 of unlawful and usurious interest and that 
Judgment be entered for double that amount. This prayer was properly 
refused by the court. The contract of 22 March, 1902, expressly pro- 
vided that Hughes should buy the land at the sale of 7 April, and sell it 
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to the plaintiffs upon the terms we have already set forth. He was to 
receive a reasonable advance on the amount of his bid, the total amount 
to be divided into three equal instalments to be paid as stipulated. 
Afterwards, on 26 April, 1902, the plaintiffs freely, voluntarily 
(207) and solemnly agreed, without any serious allegation, and cer- 
| tainly no issue, as to fraud or undue influence in procuring the 
instrument, or other equitable element to vitiate the contract, or to pre- 
vent its full operation, that they would pay $2,115 for the land, and there 
is evidence tending to show that they had proposed to pay Hughes $2,400 
for the land, he replying to this proposal “that $2,100 and the costs was 
all he wanted.” There is further evidence that they importuned him to 
buy and then sell to them, and that Hughes had at the time been offered 
$2,000 in cash for the land. The only question was whether the price 
fixed in the contract was a reasonable advance on the bid, and we do 
not well see how this question could be raised, as they had agreed in 
writing that it was, and had promised to pay it. If there was no ground 
upon which to assail that agreement and have it reformed and set aside, 
it must be binding upon them, and no equity for either reforming or can- 
celling the agreement has been established by the verdict. The profit 
realized by Hughes, even if excessive, would not amount to usury, unless 
it was a mere device to cover and conceal an usurious transaction. It is 
less difficult to decide what is usury, when there is a loan of money, than 
in a case like this one. Interest is the premium allowed by law for the 
use of money, while usury is the taking of more for its use than the law 
allows. It is an illegal profit. 4 Blk..Com.,-156. How can we say, on 
the face of this transaction, that as a matter of law it is usurious? If 
it was a reasonable advance, it surely cannot be illegal, for it was not 
excessive, and even if exorbitant it must have been resorted to as a mere 
cloak for usury. It would therefore depend upon the intent with which 
the increase was exacted. Referring to a state of facts much lke those 
in this record, Tyler on Usury, p. 92, says: “The inquiry often arises 
whether the transaction was a real sale in the regular course of business 
or a colorable sale, with intent to disguise a loan and evade the | 
(208) statute against usury; but if the case is found to be a sale and 
not a loan, the courts uniformly hold that usury cannot attach, 
and indeed a sale can in no case be proma facie evidence of usury; for it 
is valid unless it be a loan in disguise, and the burden of proof lies on 
the party claiming it to be usury, and it is necessary for him to show 
the circumstances which bring it within the statute.” In cases like this, 
the intent is the essential element of usury, and this is of course a ques- 
tion of fact to be decided by the jury under proper instructions from 
the court. In this case the unlawful intent is not found. | : 
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We now come to the consideration of the exception to the refusal of 
the court to give the latter portion of the seventh prayer, which is as 
follows: ‘The jury may consider the fact that the writings, if any, by 
which the land was paid for at or after both sales are presumably in pos- 
session of defendants, and would throw light on the nature of the trans- 
action, and as tending to show that such writings, if produced, would 
make against the defendants on said issues,” referring to the 6th and 
7th. This exception has presented more difficulty than any other. The 
plaintiffs notified the defendants to produce the papers described in 
the prayer, but the notice was not served on Davis, and was served on 
Hughes late in the trial. If the correctness of the prayer depended upon 
the serving of notice, we might, perhaps, overrule the exception on ac- 
count of the lateness of the time of service. But we do not think it does. 
The answer itself was sufficient notice to the defendants of the import- 
ance of these writings, as evidence, to them. It is the failure to intro- 
duce testimony, oral or written, which should be valuable to a party, 
that raises the inference against him that, if introduced, it would be 
detrimental to his case. The relevancy and weight of such a fact as 
evidence is established by one phase of the maxim omnia praesummuntur 
contra spoliatorem, which is said to rest upon logic, and the presumption 
it raises to be reinforced by our everyday experience that men do 
not as a rule withhold from a tribunal facts beneficial to them- (209) 
selves. It 1s therefore laid down in the books as a well settled 
principle that where a party fails to introduce in evidence documents 
that are relevant to the matter in question and within his control, and 
offers in heu of their production secondary or other evidence of inferior 
value, there is a presumption or at least an inference that the evidence | 
withheld, if forthcoming, would injure his case. The failure to pro- 
duce on notice, merely increases the strength of the presumption or in- 
ference, or adds weight to the oral evidence, if any offered by the other 
side as to their contents. Some of the authorities say that the presump- 
tion does not constitute independent and substantive evidence of a fact, 
but we need not decide how this is. The same rule applies to the failure 
to call an available witness with peculiar knowledge of the fact to be es- 
tablished. The subject is fully and clearly treated in 16 Cyc., 1059-1065. 
Jt has been applied in our courts to the case of a litigant in a civil action 
who fails to appear as a witness in his own behalf and who is fixed with 
a knowledge of the facts. Goodman v. Sapp, 102 N. C., 477, and cases 
therein cited, which illustrate the application of this rule of evidence. 
In Attorney-General v. Dean of Windsor, 22 Beav., 706, it is said that 
evidence is always to be taken most strongly against a person who keeps 
back a document: Broom Legal Maxims, says (8 Am. Ed.), p. 988: “If 
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a man by his own tortious act withhold evidence by which the nature of 
his case would be manifested, every presumption to his disadvantage 
will be adopted, for where a party has the means in his power of re 
butting and explaining the evidence adduced against him, if it does not 
tend to the truth, the omission to do so furnishes a strong inference 
against him.” And again: “This rule is founded on a sort of pre 
sumption that there is something in the evidence withheld which makes 
against the party not producing it,” and he puts the case of the nonpro- 
duction of a deed or other written instrument. Broom, supra, 
(210) p. 940. See, also, 3 Elliott on Evidence, section 1967; 1 Greenleaf 
: on Ev., 16 Ed., section 37, note 1, and section 195c, and note 1. 
The text writer last cited says that the conduct of the party withhold- 
ing the evidence is attributed to his supposed knowledge that the truth 
would have operated against him, and the nonproduction of the evidence 
is a significant fact for the consideration of the jury. This Court ap- 
plied the rule in Black v. Wright, 31 N. C., 451, saying that it is classed 
among the strongest circumstantial proofs against a person that he 
omits to introduce evidence which should properly come from him. S. »v. 
Atkinson, 51 N. C., 67; analogous cases are Hawkins v. Alston, 39 N. C., 
147; Satterwhite v. Hicks, 44 N. C., 109. The Court refused to apply the 
rule in Gudger v. Hensley, 82 N. C.,.486 (affirmed in Scott v. Elkins, 
83 N. C., 426), in regard to lists supposed to have been annexed to the 
Blount grant, but for the reason that the proof showed that they were 
inaccessible. Authorities applying the rule of presumption upon the 
ground that the document, if produced, would probably militate against 
the party who withholds it or could produce it, are Westfelt v. Mfg. Co., 
69 N. E., 169, Darby v. Roberts, 22 8. W., 529. It is also applied in 
Johnson v. Levy, 109 La., 1038, where the principle is stated to be that 
when effective proofs are within the reach of a party and he fails to 
produce them, a presumption is raised that they would, if produced, make 
against him. This is very nearly the language of the prayer in this case. 
Usually the nonproduction of papers called for in a notice has no other 
legal effect than to allow the opposite party to prove their contents, but 
when a party, under the obligation to sustain his defense by proof, has 
possession of the best evidence and fails to produce it but attempts to — 
sustain it by inferior evidence, it authorizes the inference that he does 
not furnish the best, because it would injure instead of benefiting his 
cause. Ins. Co. v. Evans, 9 Md., 1. Strongly supporting the maxim in 
its general application will be found Clifton v. U. 8., 4 How., 

(211) 242, and Runkle v. Burnham, 153 U. S., 216; Roe v. Har- 
vey, 4 Burrows (opinion by Lord Mansfield), 2484. There 

surely was evidence in this case for the jury upon the question whether 
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Hughes and Davis were jointly interested in the land and in the pur- | 
chase at the sales, and it was so considered in the trial at the court be- 
low, as will appear from the charge, in which his Honor so lucidly 
_gtated the contentions of the respective parties and arrayed the evidence 
in support of them. The case was such as to call for a full disclosure by | 
the defendants through the medium of the best attainable evidence. We 
‘think the instruction as to the nonproduction of the papers should have 
been given. It may be that the defendants will be able to show that, 
after due and diligent search prosecuted in good faith, they are unable 
to produce them or they may in some other manner explain away any 
inference to be drawn from the failure to offer them in evidence. If 
there is a fair, frank and satisfactory explanation, the presumption may 
be laid out of the case and the defendants will not be deprived of any 
right to which they are otherwise entitled; if, however, no satisfactory 
explanation is forthcoming, the maxim of the law will apply, and the 
jury must pass upon the case, aided by the presumption, giving to it 
such force and effect as they may think it should have under all of the 
facts and circumstances. The Pizarro, 2 Wheat, 227; 8. v. Phifer, 90 
N. C., 721. The Court erred in not giving the said instruction, for which 
there must be a new trial, but it will be confined to the sixth and seventh 
issues, as we deem this a proper case for the exercise of our discretion 
to restrict the scope of the new trial. The other issues are independent 
of these two and clearly severable from them. If the jury find for the 
plaintiffs upon the sixth and seventh issues, or, perhaps, upon either of 
them, further proceedings must be had to adjust and enforce the 
plaintiffs’ equity. If the decision is the other way and is free (212) 
from error, it will put an end to the case. | 
New trial. 


Cited: Thackston v. Ins. Co., 143 N. C., 42; Riley v. Sears, 154 N. C., 
519; Owens v. Wright, 161 N. C., 140; MacRackan v. Bank, 164 N. C., 
26; S.v. Turner, 171 N. C., 804; Hlliott v. Brady, 172 N. C., 880; Monk 
v. Goldstein, vb., 518; Bank v. Wysong, 177 N. C., 291, ib., 389. 
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DONLAN y. TRUST CO. 
(Filed 8 October, 1905.) 


Builders’ Contracts—Sureties—Hlements of Damage eoviees im 
Supervising—Lawyer’s Fee—Loss of Rents. 


1. Where a contractor failed to complete plaintiff’s houses according to con- 
tract, and the latter completed them himself by direction of the defendant, 
who, as surety for the contractor, covenanted to pay all damages which 
should oceur by the failure of the contractor to comply with his contract: 
Held, that the defendant is not liable for a deficiency arising from the 
plaintiff's having accepted drafts from the contractor for labor and ma- 
terial for more than enough to absorb the sum which was due the con- 
tractor. 


2. The Court erred in holding that $100, which was admitted to be a reason- 
able charge for the plaintiff’s services in supervising the completion of 
the houses, was a proper charge only against the contractor. It was dam- 
ages chargeable against the defendant surety, and could not be retained 
by the plaintiff out of the funds due the contractor, in preference to claims 
for labor and material. 


3. In an action against the defendant as surety for a defaulting contractor, a 
charge made by the plaintiff for lawyer’s fee was properly disallowed. 


4, The damage sustained by the plaintiff for loss of rents which he should have 
received had the contractor completed the houses by the time specified in 
the contract, directly flows from the breach of the builder’s contract, and 
is within the terms of the defendant’s contract of suretyship. | 


Action by Timothy Donlan against American Bonding & Trust Com- 
pany, heard by O. H. Allen, J., upon exceptions to report of referee at 
the April Term, 1905, of New Hanover. From the judgment 

(213) rendered, both parties appealed. , 


EB. K. Bryan for plainticff. 
Iredell Meares for defendant. 


Cuark, C. J. The defendant as surety to one Vollers, who had con- 
tracted to build three houses for the plaintiff by 15 September, 1899, 
covenanted to pay all damages which should accrue by failure of said 
Vollers to comply, in all respects, with his said contract. On 20 Sep- 
tember, 1899, the plaintiff notified the defendant that the work was not 
completed and, later, notified the defendant that it might complete the 
work, as it was entitled to do, under its bond. It did not choose to do 
so, but told the plaintiff to complete the houses, which he did at a cost of 
$460.25 by the referee’s report. At that time, Vollers was indebted for 
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labor and material on the houses in the sum of $874.04, for which the 
plaintiff had accepted drafts from Vollers and has since paid. Vollers 
owed, besides other amounts for labor and material, of which the plaintiff 
had then no notification. After deducting $460.25, cost of completing 
the houses, from the $1,120 (which was the balance due Vollers had he 
completed the work), there was only $659.75 to be applied on the $874.04, 
but the difference cannot be charged to the defendant, as it was the plain- 
tiff’s misfortune or officiousness that he accepted drafts for more than 
enough to absorb the sum which would be due the contractor. Code, | 
section 1802. 

Jt was admitted that $100 was the senenable worth of the plaintiff’s 
services In supervising the completion of the houses and the judge prop- 
erly allowed it, but erred in holding it to be a proper charge in favor 
of the plaintiff only against the contractor. On the contrary, it was 
damages chargeable against the surety, for it was reasonably in contem- 
plation of the surety that there would be such supervision required if 
the contractor should abandon the work. No compensation to 
the contractor for his services could be allowed in preference (214) 
to the claims of labor and material to be satisfied out of the money 
due by the plaintiff, and of course no allowance to one doing the super- 
Vision in lieu of the defaulting contractor, would have such preference as 
against them. It was not a preferred charge against the $1,120 in the 
plaintiff’s hands, which he must or could deduct before paying for labor 
and material. The $75 for lawyer’s fee was properly disallowed. 

The plaintiff was not bound for the indebtedness for material and 
labor beyond the balance due the contractor, Code, section 1802, and in 
accepting and paying beyond that sum, he was in his own wrong and can 
not ask that the surety make him whole. 

On the other hand, the judge finds, as a fact, that the plaintiff sus- 
tained as damages $298.33 for loss of rents which he should have received 
had the contractor completed the houses by the time specified in the con- 
tract. This damage directly flows from the breach of the builder’s con- 
tract and is within the terms of the defendant’s contract of suretyship. 
The judge properly gave the plaintiff judgment for that'sum, but his 
judgment must be corrected by adding thereto the above sum of $100 
_ for supervision of the work. | 

In the plaintiff’s appeal, there is error. 

In the defendant’s appeal, there is no error. 


Cited: Midgett v. Vann, 158 N. C., 130; Roe v. Journagan, 181 N, O5 
183. 
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(215) 
WEEKS v. WILKINS. 


(Filed 3 October, 1905.) 


Deeds—Quitclaim—Bargain and Sale—Estoppel—After Acquired Tulle 
—Warranty. 


1. An ordinary quitclaim deed, containing no covenants, vests in the grantee 
only such title as the grantor was seized of at the time of the execu- 
tion of the deed, and if such grantor subsequently acquires an outstanding 
title, it does not inure to his grantee in the quitclaim deed, but it is other- 
wise as to a deed of bargain and sale. 

2. Where the plaintiff in 1868 executed together with six brothers and sisters 
a deed of bargain and sale for the joint consideration of $1,000, to certain 
land to the defendant, each grantor undertaking to convey the entire land 
in fee and the deed containing a joint as well as a several clause of war- 
ranty, but the privy examination of three of the grantors, who were mar- 

ried, was not taken; and in 1889 the said married women executed a deed 

to the plaintiff: Held, that the plaintiff is estopped from setting up 
against those claiming under the deed of 1863 the outstanding title thus 
acquired.. 

8. An estoppel works upon the estate which the deed purports to convey and 
binds an after-acquired title as between parties and privies. In cases 
where the deed contains a warranty, the grantee and those claiming under 
him will not be remitted to an action on the covenant for damages. 


Action by Samson Weeks against J. T. Wilkins and others, heard by 
O. H..Allen, J., wpon an agreed state of facts, at May Term, 1905, of 
Sampson. From a judgment awarding the plaintiff four-eighths of the 
land, the defendants appealed. 


FB. RB. Cooper for plaintiff. 
John D. Kerr for defendants. 


Brown, J. This case was before the court at Spring Term, 1904, and 

is reported in 184 N. C., at page 517. The facts are fully stated 

(216) in thé opinion of Mr. Justice Connor. It 18 a matter of sur- 
prise that the interesting question of estoppel discussed upon this 
hearing should not have been presented upon the former hearing. 
It is decisive of the case and bars a recovery by plaintiff of any 
part of the land conveyed in the deed from Esther Weeks and seven. 
of her children, on 1 June, 1863, to Brittain A. Edwards. The 
deed was never signed or executed by Betsy Ann Raynor, the remaining 
child, nor was the privy examination of the three married women, Susan 
Williford, Pherebe Williford and Mary J. Jones, ever taken. During 
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1899 all the children of Esther Weeks, including said married women, 
executed a deed to the plaintiff, Samson Weeks, for the same land. We 
are of opinion that the plaintiff is estopped from setting up the outstand- 
ing title thus acquired against the defendants who claim under the deed 
to Brittain Edwards. The husbands of the married women did not sign 
this latter deed and no privy examination was taken. The deed is void 
as to them and is to be treated just as if neither of the femes covert had. 
signed it. As to Samson Weeks, the deed has been adjudged in this cause 
to be a valid and binding conveyance; and it is sufficient in form to 
estop plaintiff from setting up against those claiming under it the out- 
ee title thus acquired. 

An ordinary quitclaim, or release deed, containing no éovcunns what- 
ever, vests In the grantee only such title as the grantor was seized of at 
the cen of the execution of the deed. If such grantor subsequently ac- 
quires an outstanding title, it does not inure to his grantee in the quit- 
claim deed. The deed of 1 June, 1863, is not in form a quitclaim or re- 
lease. It is a bargain and sale for the joint consideration of $1,000, and 
purports to convey to the grantee in fee a good and indefeasible title to 
the entire 208 acres therein described. It makes no mention of the indi- 
vidual interest of the grantors, but it is a joint conveyance of the entire 
body of land, in which each grantor undertakes to convey the entire land 
in fee to the grantee. The deed contains a clause of warranty 
wherein the grantor jointly, as well as severally, warrant and (217) 
defend to the grantee, his heirs, etc., the “above bargained land 
and premises from the lawful claims of any and all persons whatsoever.” 
At the time Samson Weeks executed the deed of 1 June, 1863, he was a 
minor, but this Court has held that his deed was voidable and not void, 
and that consequently his failure to disaffirm during the thirty-six years. 
between 1 June, 1863, and 1 June, 1899, made the deed a valid and bind- 
ing conveyance on his part. It may be possible that the minority of 
plaintiff, if pleaded, would bar a recovery in an action upon the contract. 
_ of warranty for damages for an ouster, but, if that be true, it would not — 
prevent the operation of the entire deed as an estoppel. A rebutter 
arises from a warranty. Estoppels arise in cases where there may be 
no warranty. While it might be that a personal recovery can not be had 
upon this warranty, yet it is a part of the instrument and may be con- 
sidered as showing the real intent and purpose of the parties in respect 
to the land conveyed. As between the parties to a deed of bargain and 
sale, the seizin is to be considered in law as passing because the bargainor 
is estopped from showing that he was not seized of the title which the 
deed purports to convey, and if he was actually seized of such estate it 
was transferred by the statute of uses. As Judge Henderson tersely: 
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says, in Taylor v. Shufford, 11 N. C., 129: “As between the parties the 
bargain and sale shall pass what it purports to pass; as to strangers 
what it actually does pass.” This principle is founded in justice and 
reason. The grantee is necessarily influenced in making the purchase 
by the quality and extent of the estate which purports to be conveyed by 
the deed, and hence the grantor in’good faith and fair dealing should 
thereafter be precluded from gain-saying it. Where the conveyance pur- 
TO as in this case, to pass a title in fee to the entire body of land, the 

grantor is estopped thereafter to say it does not. The consensus 
(218) of all the authorities is to the effect that where the deed bears 

upon its face evidence that the entire estate and title in the land 
was intended to be conveyed, and that the grantee expected to become 
vested with such estate as the deed purports to convey, then, although 
the deed may not contain technical covenants of title, still the legal opera- 
tion and effect of the deed is binding on the grantors and those claiming 
under them, and they will be estopped from denying that the grantee 
became seized of the estate the deed purports to vest in him. Van Rens- 
selaer v. Kearney, 52 U. S., 323, is a leading case in which Mr. Justice 
Nelson states the doctrine with great clearness and wealth of learning. 
Irvine v. Irvine, 76 U. S., 625. The true principle is that the estoppel 
works upon the estate which the deed purports to convey and binds an 
after acquired title as between parties and privies. In cases where the 
deed contains a warranty, the grantee and those claiming under him 
will not be remitted to an action on the covenant for damages. “‘When 
one assumes by his deed to convey a title and by any form of assurance 
obligates himself to protect the grantee in the enjoyment of that which 
the deed purports to give him, he will not be suffered afterwards to ac- 
quire or assert a title and turn his grantee over to a suit upon his cove- 
nant for redress.” Smith v. Williams, 44 Mich., 240, 242; Case v. Green, 
53 Mich., 615; Ryan v. U. S., 186 U.S., p. 88; Hassell v. Walker, 70 
N. C., 270; Hallyburton v. Slagle, 1382 N. ©., 947. From these and many 
other authorities it seems to be plain that upon this record the plaintiff is 
not entitled to recover. The judgment of the Superior Court is 

Reversed. 


Cited: Scott v. Henderson, 169 N. C., 661; Olds v. Cedar Works, 178 
N.C., 164; Baker v. Austin, 174 N. C., 485; Hill v. Hill, 176 N. C., 197. 
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(219) 
DANIELS v. HOMER. 


(Filed 17 October, 1905.) 


Fish and Fisheries—Police Power—Abatement of Nutsance—Serzure 
7 and Sale of Nets—Constitutrional Law. 


1, Chapter 292, Laws 1905, making it unlawful to set or fish any nets in cer- 
tain sections of Albemarle and Pamlico sounds, from 15 January to 15 May 
in each year, and providing that any person who shall violate said act 
shall be guilty of a misdemeanor, and further providing that the Oyster 
Commissioner shall seize all nets setting or being used in violation of said 
act, sell the same at public auction and apply the proceeds fo the pay- 
ment of cost of removal and pay any balance to the school fund, is a con- 
stitutional exercise of the police power. 


2. There is no individual or property right of fishery in the waters of Albemarle 
and Pamlico Sounds, but such right rests in the State, and is subject abso- 
lutely to such regulations as the General Assembly may prescribe and can 
be exercised only at such times and by such methods as it may see fit to 
permit. . 


3. Fishing in waters when prohibited by law is a publie nuisance and the Gen- 
eral Assembly has the power to authorize a prompt abatement of the 
nuisance by seizure and sale of the nets subject to the right of their 
owner to contest the fact of his violation of the law by a proceeding of 
claim and delivery, or by injunction to prevent sale, or by action to re- 
cover the proceeds of sale and damages. 


Connor and WALKER, JJ., dissenting. 


Action by B. T. Daniels against J. Q. Homer, heard by Ward, J., 
upon an agreed state of facts, at Spring Term, 1905, of Darz. From a 
judgment in favor of the defendant, the plaintiff appealed. 


B. G. Crisp, Aydlett & Ehringhaus, and Gilliam & Gilliam for 
plaintiff. | | 
— W.M. Bond for defendant. 


CLARK, C.J. The General Assembly of 1905 enacted chapter (220) 


292, “To regulate fishing in Albemarle and Pamlico sounds 

and waters connected with them.” The first five sections of that chap- 
ter define and regulate the manner of fishing in various sections of the 
sounds. Section 6 (marked 5 in the printed act) is as follows: “That 
it shall be unlawful for any person to set or fish any net or appliance of 
any kind for catching fish within one mile on north or south side of a line 
five miles long, running west from center of New Inlet or Oregon Inlet, 
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or on north or south side of a line five miles long, running northwest 
from center of Hatteras Inlet.” Section 7 makes the act operative only 
from 15 January to 15 May in each year—a “close” season of four 
months. We were told on the argument, and it was not controverted, 
besides it is a matter of common knowledge, that no small part of the 
sustenance and business interest of the people living adjacent to Albe- 
marle and Pamlico sounds and the waters connected therewith, are de- 
pendent upon catching fish, whose supply has so greatly decreased that 
the United States Government has established and is operating at large 
expense, a fish hatchery at Edenton for the purpose of putting into the 
waters of Albemarle Sound millions of young shad and other fish each 
year, to replenish the diminishing supply; that the habit of the fish is 
to go out to sea and at the end of three years they return to the waters 
where they were liberated for the purpose of spawning, and that if nets 
are set across the inlets through which they return, the fish are either 
caught or detained beyond the spawning season and the supply of fish 
in Albemarle and Pamlico sounds and connecting waters will be thereby 
almost entirely destroyed and the Government hatchery at Edenton will 
become a useless expense and will doubtless be abandoned. 
With a view of protecting the rights of the public against the cupidity — 
of those who for their own profit would “kill the goose that lays the 
golden egg” for the benefit of a whole section’ of the State, whose 
(221) people are so largely interested in the fish industry, the General 
Assembly of 1905 enacted the above named chapter, creating a 
close season of four months during which the fish may freely return to 
our waters to lay their eggs, and for the purpose of enforcing its exe- 
cution, when the profits arising from its violation would be a great temp- 
tation thereto, deemed it necessary to enact sections 8 and 9 of said act 
as follows: “Sec. 8. That any person who shall violate any section or 
provision of this act shall be guilty of a misdemeanor, and upon convic- 
tion in any county opposite the place at which said act, is done shall be 
fined or imprisoned at the discretion of the court.” 3 
And inasmuch as pending trial and conviction, the destruction of the — 
fish would go on to the great profit of the violators and to the irrepar- 
able injury of the public, the General Assembly thought proper to add to 
the abatement of the nuisance the penalty of the loss of the nets—the 
means by which the law was violated—in the following: “Sec. 9. That 
it shall be the duty of the Oyster Commissioner, or Assistant Oyster 
Commissioner whenever an affidavit is delivered to him, stating that. 
affiant is informed and believes that said act is being violated at any 
particular place, to go himself or send a deputy to such place, investigate 
the same, and they shall seize and remove all nets or other appliances 
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setting or being used in violation of this act, sell the same at public 
auction, and apply proceeds of sale to payment of costs and expenses 
of such removal, and pay any balance remaining to the school fund of 
county nearest to where offense is committed.” 

An affidavit by fourteen citizens having been made 25 March, 1905, 
that B. T. Daniels was violating the aforesaid act by setting two nets 
in the waters of Pamlico Sound at the end of Croatan Sound, and also 
east of Roanoke Marshes Light House (where the fish returning to the 
sound through Hatteras Inlet would be caught during the “close” 
season provided by law), the defendant, the Assistant Oyster 
Commissioner, notified said Daniels that he would seize said (222) 
nets on 1 May, which nets were in water where the aforesaid 
law prohibited the setting or fishing said nets (as the plaintiff admits), 
and against the protest of said Daniels, did take said nets out of the 
water and placed them on shore under guard, whereupon this proceed- 
ing for claim and delivery for the nets was instituted. The defend- 
ant avowed his purpose to sell the said nets and apply the proceeds to 
the cost of seizing and removing the same, and apply the surplus of the 
proceeds, if any, to the school fund of the county as provided by said 
act. 

There is no individual or property right to fishery in the waters men- 
tioned in the act. The right of fishery, as well as hunting, rests in the 
State, and is subject absolutely to such regulations as the General As- 
sembly may prescribe, and can be exercised only at such times and by 
such methods as it may see fit to permit. Hettrick v. Page, 82 N. C., 
65; Rea v. Hampton, 101 N. C., 51; State v. Gallop, 126 N. C., and 
eases there cited at page 983; and this right may be exercised a marine 
league out to sea, Manchester v. Mass., 189 U. S., 240; and citizens of. 
other states may be excluded. McCready v. Va., 94 U. S., 391. As the 
plaintiff admits his nets were set in waters forbidden. by the act, his coun- 
sel admitted that the seizure was legal, but denied the right of the defend- 
ant to sell the nets as provided in the. statute. But the State was sole judge 
of the penalty it should impose for a violation of its laws. It thought 
proper here to make the loss of the instruments used in such violation 
a part of the penalty, possibly to prevent a repetition of the offense, 
or as a surer deterrent of its commission. 

The plaintiff contends that though his property is admitted by him to 
have been used in’violation of law at the time of seizure, that the statute 
imposing as a penalty the loss of such property is unconstitutional in 
that there was no previous notice and trial. But as the General As- 
sembly could prescribe the loss of the nets as a penalty, and the 
offense is admitted, there is nothing to try. As was said 3 in Rea (223) 
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v. Hampton, 101 N. C., at p. 55, “As the Legislature had the undoubted 
right to regulate the manner in which the right of fishing in Albemarle 
Sound should be exercised, the plaintiffs had no right to fish in its 
waters in any mode not allowed by law. The facts found show that they 
were fishing in violation of law, and it would be singular if they could 
ask the law to protect them in its violation.” In Rose v. Hardie, 98 
N. C., 44, a town ordinance was held valid which authorized all hogs 
running at large to be impounded and sold for the costs and penalty. 
Here the State made the penalty the forfeiture of the article used in 
violation of the act. In Mowery v. Salisbury, 82 N. C., 175, a town 
ordinance was sustained which made the penalty for failure to pay the 
tax on a dog the right to kill the dog. At common law any personal 
chattel that even accidentally caused the death of a rational being was 
forfeited to the sovereign and sold and the proceeds distributed to the 
poor, as a cart that ran over a person, a weapon and the like. They 
were styled deodands. 1 Blk. Com., 300. And no trial or conviction 
of any person was necessary. 

But the plaintiff contends that he might not have been using his nets 
in forbidden water, and if so, he was entitled to have that question de- 
termined by a jury trial before his nets were sold.‘ As the plaintiff ad- 
mits that his nets were so being used on this occasion, the proposition 
becomes a mere academic question in this ease. In view, however, of the 
importance of the matter being settled, and in accordance with the 
wishes of the parties, we pass upon the legal point raised. 

It was not seriously controverted, and could not be, that an abate- 
ment of a nuisance must be summary and that a seizure can take place 
before any adjudication by legal process, the party having his remedy 
by proper proceedings for an illegal seizure. In Hettrick v. Page, 82 

N. C., 65, Smith, C. J., held that fishing in waters, when prohibi- 
(224) ted by law was a public nuisance, and even a private individual 

if injured thereby, or indeed any one else, may remove the 
impediment. | 

But the plaintiff insists that before his nets are sold he is entitled 
to have the fact determined, by a court, whether he has incurred the 
penalty by doing the illegal act. So he has, but it can be asserted in 
this very action to recover the nets before sale, or after sale by an action 
to recover the proceeds of sale or damages, or upon advertisement of sale, 
an injunction to prevent the sale. He has his full remedy, but it does 
not include a continuance of the nuisance to his individual profit and 
the public detriment while the question of violation of the statute is 
being determined. The identical point has been determined, and by 
courts of the highest authority. By a statute in New York, very similar 
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to ours, passed in 1880, fishing at certain places was prohibited and 
made punishable as a misdemeanor. This not proving sufficiently ef- 
fective, an amendment in 1883 authorized any person to “abate and 
summarily destroy,” and it was made the duty of any game constable to 
“seize, and remove and forthwith destroy” any “net, pound or other 
means or device for taking or capturing fish” in violation of any law, 
then or thereafter enacted, for the protection of fish. In the Court of 
Appeals of New York, Lawton v. Steele, 119 N. Y., 226 (S.¢2,7 0. R.A, 
134), the act was held constitutional, affirming the court at General 
Term. Upon writ of error to the U. S. Supreme Court, this was again 
affirmed, Lawton v. Steele, 152 U. S., 188, the court holding that the 
authority to summarily destroy nets used in violation of the law for the 
protection of fish, “1s.a lawful exercise of the police power of the State 
and does not deprive the citizen of his property without due process of 
law.” After stating the absolute power of the Legislature to regulate 
fishing and to provide for the protection of fish, the Court says: “Nor. 
is a person whose property is seized under the act in question, without 
his legal remedy. If in fact his property has been used in vicla- 

tion of the act, he has no just reason to complain; if not, he may (225) 
replevy his nets from the officer seizing them, or if they have been 
destroyed, may have his action for their value. In such cases the bur- — 
den would be upon the defendant to prove a justification under the | 
statute. As was said by the Supreme Court of New Jersey in a similar 
case, Am. Print Works v. Lawrence, 21 N. J. L., 248, 259, the party is 
not, in point of fact deprived of a trial by jury. The evidence neces- 
sary to sustain the defense is changed. Even if the party were deprived 
of a trial by a jury, the statute is not, therefore, necessarily unconstitu- 
tional. Indeed, it is scarcely possible that any actual injustice could be 
done in the practical administration of the act.” This decision by the 
court charged as the final tribunal, with the construction and enforce- 
ment of the Fourteenth Amendment, should be conclusive. 

The U. S. Supreme Court (152 U. S., 142), further says: “It is said, 
however, that the nets are not in themselves a nuisance, but are per- 
fectly lawful acts of manufacture and are ordinarily used for a lawful 
purpose. This, however, is by no means a conclusive answer. Many 
articles, such for instance as cards, dice and other articles used for 
gambling purposes, are perfectly harmless in themselves, but may be- 
come nuisances by being put to an illegal use, and in such cases fall 
within the ban of the law and may be summarily destroyed. 

The power of the Legislature to declare that which is perfectly junooont 

in itself to be unlawful, is beyond question (People v. West, 106 N. Y., 

293), and in such case the Legislature may annex to the prohibited act 
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all the incidents of a criminal offense, including the destruction of 
property denounced by it as a public nuisance.” It further cites to 
same purport, Weller v. Snover, 42 N. J. L., 341, and Williams v. Black- 
well, 2 H. & C., 338, which sustained acts for the summary destruction 
of fish baskets and traps used to catch fish contrary to law. Lawton v. 
| Steele has since been cited for this proposition as authority by 
(226) a unanimous court. Sentell v. R. R., 166 U. S., at p. 705. 

Our Code, sections 1049, 1051, 1052 authorizes any police 
officer, constable, cherie justice of the peace, to summarily destroy 
any gaming table, ete., and the seizure of any money staked (which is 
not a nuisance per se, any more than the fishing net), one-half to belong 
to the person seizing it, and the other half to the poor of the county. 
This is cited by Dick, J., in North Carolina v. Vanderford, 35 Fed., 
286, in sustaining the summary seizure and destruction of a barrel of 
“blockade” whiskey, and a similar statute was held constitutional. 
Garland v. State, 71 Ark., 138. 

Certainly gambling in ihe back room of some village hotel, or private 
house, or stable loft, is not as injurious as the destruction of the fishing 
industry, upon which depends to a large extent the’ prosperity of twenty 
counties, and whose importance has attracted the attention of the Federal 
Government and caused a large expenditure to restore the depleted 
stock of fish, an expenditure which would be in vain if the General As- 
sembly is powerless to authorize the prompt abatement of fishing nets 
at the inlets during the months when the fish return to lay their eggs, 
or to authorize such penalties, including the forfeiture of the nets 11- 
legally used, as the representatives of the people may deem necessary 
to suppress the nuisance. 

The same ruling, as in Lawton v. Steele, supra, was made in Wiscon- 
sin, in a very able opinion by Cassoday, O. J. (1896), Rittenhaus v. 
Johnston, 32 L. R. A., 380. Lawton v. Steele has been recently quoted 
and followed. Burroughs v. Eastman, 101 Mich., 426, and Osborn v. 
Charlevoix, 114 Mich., 655; 138 A. & E. (2 Ed.), 573, 576, 579 and notes. 
The plaintiff relies on Colon v. Lnsk, 153 N. Y., 188, 609, but that case 
fully recognizes and’follows Lawton v. Steele, originally decided by the 
same court, and merely holds that an extension of the same summary 

power to the seizure and sale of vessels was not necessitated by 
(227) the same urgency as was requisite as to nets in the water and 

that there should be condemnation proceedings before sale. Pre- 
sumably it were better as to articles of that value and nature, that the 
right to sell should be adjudicated before sale. 

As to the nets, the plaintiff (had he not admitted his violation of law) 
without detriment to his rights could have contested the allegation that 
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the nets had been set within the forbidden limits or that they had been 
so used with his consent, or set up any other defense, in this proceeding 
of claim and delivery, or by an injunction to prevent a sale, or by action 
to recover the proceeds of sale and damages. On the other hand, the 
General Assembly had the power to authorize prompt abatement of the 
nuisance by seizure and sale of the nets, subject to the right of their 
owner to contest the fact of his violation of the law, by this, or any other 
of the remedies just enumerated. 

As against the person actually creating the nuisance, it may be abated 
without notice. Jones v. Williams, 11 M. & W., 176; Garrett on Nuis- 
ances, 314. Such is the law, recognized even as far as India. Ratanlal 
& Dharajlal Eng. & Indian Law of Torts, 403. Besides in. this case, 
notice was actually given before removing the nets, and the plaintiff 
neither removed nor offered to remove his nets from the forbidden 
waters, though given the opportunity to do so by the notice given him 
by the defendant. The plaintiff has had his day in court by this very 
proceeding in claim and delivery and the nets are not yet sold. It is no 
deprivation of any right that he is the actor, the plaintiff, since (as the 
United States Supreme Court said in Lawton v. Steele, supra) the bur- 
den is on the defendant to justify the seizure. It is not a question of 
right but merely as to the form of legal procedure, whether the violator 
of the statute shall be plaintiff or defendant in the action, and as to that 
surely the Legislature is the judge. 

As was said in S. v. Lytle, 188 N. C., 741, “A statute will (228) 
never be held unconstitutional if there is any reasonable douht,” 
—ceiting Sutton v. Phillips, 116 N. C., 504. Can we say that an 
act 1s unconstitutional “beyond a reasonable doubt” when such legisla- 
tion has been held constitutional by the Supreme Court of the United 
States and by the highest courts of New York, New Jersey and Wis- 
consin ¢ | 

If the nets cannot be forfeited, then by having two sets of nets the 
plaintiff can replace his nets as fast as the officer carries the other off, 
and then in turn put in the first net when the second is seized. Thus 
the attempt to abate the nuisance would become a mere farcical race be- 
tween the violator and the officer of the law. There is no analogy be- 
tween the prompt seizure of property when required by reasons of public 
policy, when the rightfulness of such seizure can be afterwards investi- 
gated, and if wrongfully taken the article can be recovered or damages 
_ therefor, and the taking of human life which cannot be restored. 

In the exercise of the police power, the General Assembly is not 
restricted to indictment, but may proceed by the summary process of 
abatement of the nuisance and imposing as a penalty the forfeiture 


197 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. [139 


DANIELS Vv. HOMER. 


or destruction (as it may deem best) of the article illegally used. An 
act of the Legislature, which speaks for the people in making its laws, 
is “the law of the land” unless there is a provision of the Constitution 
which forbids it to enact such law. We look in vain in that instrument 
for any provision which forbids legislation in furtherance of the police 
power, authorizing summary process of seizure of nets and their for- 
feiture when used in open violation of law. The right of seizure and 
destruction of the nets is not seriously denied. For a stronger reason 
then the alleged violator of the law cannot complain of the “sale at pub- 
lic auction” as that presupposes advertisement and delay, during which 
time, he can (as was done in this case) bring claim and delivery and 
recover the. nets, if not used illegally; whereas if summarily destroyed, 
his sole remedy is an action for damages. He is in better case 
(229) than if the nets were destroyed. In either event, if he is proven 
to have used the nets illegally, he loses the nets, and it can make 
no difference to him whether they are destroyed or sold. The State is 
not compelled to commit an act of vandalism to be constitutional. It has 
found the criminal law an inefficient protection and that deprivation 
of the nets is necessary to prevent.the violation of the law. The owner 
of the nets has his day in court to contest the fact of violation, by an 
action for damages if nets are summarily destroyed, and the additional 
remedy of claim and delivery if to be sold at public auction. He has 
nothing to complain of. | 
Our steady increase in population renders imperatively necessary the 
strict enforcement of all measures intended to protect or prevent inter- 
ference with the sources of food supply for our people. The sovereign 
people of the State are in a bad case if they cannot protect the great 
fishing industry by providing that those who would destroy it by nets 
set at forbidden and vital places, during the four months prescribed, shall 
forfeit their nets. The General Assembly has found, and so says by its 
statute, that this remedy is necessary to enforce the execution of the law. 
Unless this is done the State is in fact utterly powerless to protect that 
large part of its people who are engaged in or dependent upon the great 
fish industry in its sounds and along its rivers, and the lawless element 
who disregard the law forbidding setting of nets, is exempt from con- 
trol. The Constitution not having forbidden the Legislature to provide 
for the destruction or forfeiture and sale (as it may deem best-) of nets 
illegally used, and the owner of the nets having his day in court, either 
' by an action of damages or claim and delivery, this Court has no super- 
visory power to hold that either the destruction of the nets or their for- 
feiture and sale is the remedy which the Legislature must provide. 
That is a matter for its judgment. It may prescribe either remedy or 
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both, and change it by subsequent enactment. The owner, if violating 
the law, has suffered a just punishment. If not violating it, he 

has his full remedy in court to recover the nets or damages as he (230) 
may elect. ; | | 

In the same way the State takes property under the right of eminent 
domain and turns it over to a railroad corporation which pays for it 
afterwards. And this is for the same reason that if litigation must be had 
and terminated before the taking, 1t would seriously impair the benefit 
intended by the exercise of the powers of the State for “the greatest 
good to the greatest number.” For the same reason the United States 
statutes for the enforcement of the Internal Revenues, secs. 3455, 3457, 
forfeit articles not lawfully stamped, or stills, etc., illegally used, direct 
them to be sold and the proceeds paid into the Federal treasury, unless 
before sale the owner shall proceed, as here, by action to recover the 
articles on the allegation that there was no illegal user. 

There are other United States and State statutes imposing forfeitures. 
Section 3460, U. S. Rev. Stat., provides that where the value of the 
. property seized is less than five hundred dollars, the property shall be 
advertised and sold, and the proceeds paid into the treasury, unless the 
owner (as in this case) comes in and by action asserts his rights. Con- 
way v. Stannard, 84 U. S., 404; Pitcher v. Faircloth, 185 Ala., 314. 
Where the amount is over $500, the government after seizure begins 
regular condemnation proceedings (21 A. & E. (2 Ed.), 931, note 12), 
- but the authorities all hold that this is only necessary because the statute 
requires it, and that when the condemnation 1s decreed, it relates back to 
the date of the offense (The Mary Celeste, 2 Lowell, 354; Henderson’s 
case, 81 U. S., 44; N.C. v. Vanderford, 35 Fed., 286) as the forfeiture 
accrued then and the title passed to the government at that instant. 

Such laws are not to be construed strictly, but reasonably, so as to 
carry out the intention of the Legislature. U.S. v. Stowell, 133 U. S., 
12. As is pointed out in U.S. v. 56 Bbls. of Whiskey, 25 Fed. 

Cases, 1075 (No. 15,095), there is a clear distinction between (231) 
forfeiture of goods at common law in cases of treason and felony, 

which could take place only after conviction, and a statutory forfeiture 
of property because of its use for illegal purposes. In the latter case 
the offender is not on trial, nor before the court, unless he voluntarily 
comes in as a plaintiff to recover the goods. The statute, says the court, 
does not make the forfeiture the consequence of his conviction, but of his 
offense, which 1s inquired into by a seizure of the property while being | 
illegally used, and proceedings of condemnation if required by statute, 
and if not, then by its destruction or sale unless the owner seeks an in- 
quiry by claim and delivery or action for damages. 
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As was well said in Weimer v. Bunbury, 30 Mich., 211, there is noth- 
ing in the Constitution “that necessarily implies that due process of law 
must be judicial process. Much of the process by means of which the 
government is carried on and the order of society maintained is purely 
executive or administrative. Temporary deprivations of liberty or 
property must often take place through the action of ministerial or 
executive officers or functionaries, or even of private parties, where it 
has never been supposed that the common law would afford redress.” 
Then, after instancing the arrest of a felon, flagrante delicto, without 
warrant, 4 Blk. Com., 292, and a traveler passing over the adjacent field 
when a public road becomes impassable, it is further said: “Our laws 
for the exercise of the right of eminent domain protect parties in going 
upon private grounds for the preliminary examinations and surveys. 
It may be said that in none of these cases is the deprivation final or per- 
manent, but that is immaterial. The Constitution is as clearly violated 
when the citizen ig unlawfully deprived of his liberty or property for 
a single hour, as when it is taken away.altogether. Estrays were at 
the common law taken up and disposed of without judicial proceedings, 

1 Blk. Com., 297.” Then after mentioning statutes to the same 
(232) effect by which “the owner of stray beasts might be deprived 

of his ownership by ea parte proceedings not of a judicial charac- 
ter,” and the abatement of nuisances by any one injured, who thus. be- 
poids “his own avenger or ministers redress to himself, 3 Blk. Com., 5,” 
and distress without a warrant, 3 Blk. Com., 6, and levy and sale for 
taxes without, judicial decree, it 1s said that the destruction of a nuisance 
by a private party “is as lawful as if it had been preceded by a judg- - 
' ment of a competent court, the only difference being that the party, 
when called wpon to justify the act, must in the one case prove the facts 
warranting it, while in the other he would be protected by the judgment.” 
This applies in the present case where the violator of the law is de- 
prived of his net, flagrante delicto, but has his remedy, in this action 
against the ogee for the property, if unlawfully taken. 

The Supreme Court of the United States, 12 U. S. (8 Geena: 404, 
says in this connection: “In the eternal. serene that exists berween 
the avarice, enterprise and combinations of individuals on the one hand, 
and the power charged with the administration of the laws on the other, 
severe laws are rendered necessary to enable the executive to carry into 
_ effect the measures of policy adopted by the Legislature. To them belongs 
the right to decide on what event a divesture of right shall take place, 
whether on the commission of the offense, the seizure or the condemna- 
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tion. In this instance, we think that the commission of the offense 
makes the point of time on which the statutory transfer of right takes 
place.” 

No error. 


Hoxz, J., concurring: I concur in the decision of this case and am 
of opinion that the act in question is a constitutional exercise of legisla- 
tive power. It is conceded that fishing in the waters of our sounds-is the 
subject of legislative regulation, that the Legislature may prescribe the 
time and method of taking fish, establish closed seasons, pro- 
hibit the placing of nets and traps within certain localities, de- (233) 
clare such placing a criminal nuisance and direct its summary | 
abatement. When such legislation, however, involves the destruction 
of private property, it must be limited to the reasonable necessities of 
the case which calls it forth, and may under given circumstances be- 
come the subject of judicial scrutiny and control. 

The extreme necessity for this legislation and its beneficent purpose 
have been clearly and forcibly stated in the principal opinion, and the 
act, after making the placing of nets in prohibited territory a criminal 
nuisance, proceeds to direct a sale and forfeiture of the nets when placed 
in violation of its provisions. This last feature of the act in question 
is not usually or properly considered a part of the punishment, but as 
done in abatement of the nuisance, and, unless clearly unreasonable or 
utterly foreign to the purpose designed, will be upheld by the courts. 

Mr. Bishop in his new work on Criminal Law, vol. 1, says of such 
forfeitures: “Destruction by abatement is a phrase denoting one form 
of the transmutation to be brought to view in this chapter. It occurs 
when one permits a thing to become a nuisance which another abates 
without appeal to the courts. . . . If a man so uses his property 
that it becomes a nuisance, the nuisance is liable to be abated to the 
destruction, if necessary, of the property . . . Abatable nuisances 
afford a further illustration. Whenever the subject of property, whether 
through its owner’s fault or not, is in a situation to be a nuisance it 1s 
not strictly forfeited, but the nuisance may be abated to the destruction, 
if necessary, of the property. Even where a nuisance is created by the 
commission of a crime, its abatement without judicial proceedings is not 
punishment, which can follow only the conviction of an offender. On 
such conviction, the court perhaps usually, not always, orders the abate- 
ment, yet even this is not properly a part of the punishment 

.’ Again, to meet a dictum that such forfeitures were (234) 
violations of constitutional guaranties—for trial by jury, and 
that no one should be deprived of his property but by the law of the 
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land—he says: “The better view is pretty plainly antagonistic to this 
dictum. It is competent, on general principles, for the law-making 
power to declare what shall be a public nuisance and to provide for the 
forfeiture of the thing which shall become such. The forfeiture may be 
as well without judicial proceedings as with, and the case is entirely 
outside such constitutional provisions as those referred to by the learned 
judge . . . In principle and in conclusion, we appear to have some- 
thing like’ the following: Whenever the law, statutory or common, 
creates a forfeiture of property by reason of particular circumstances 
attending it, or of its being dangerous to the community, or of any 
form or position which it assumes, this forfeiture is not to be deemed 
a punishment inflicted on its owner in the criminal law sense. It is not 
therefore within constitutional guaranties protecting persons accused 
of crime.” This author further says: “There.is a difference between 
what is on its face a nuisance or otherwise dangerous, therefore to be 
at sight and in pais forfeited or abated like a dog or hog wrongly at 
large, or a thing laid to obstruct a public way, and an article not in 
itself harmful, yet made so by the evil purpose of its owner. In this. 
latter case, the owner should have notice,” etc. The case before us 1s 
declared a nuisance by reason of its placing regardless of the intent of 
the owner, and may be likened to the instance given of the physical ob- 
struction of a highway. 

I believe in case of a hog running at large in violation of an ordi- 
nance, our own courts have held that some kind of notice or opportunity _ 
to redeem should be given. This, however, can be easily distinguished 

on the ground that the forfeiture of the hog is clearly not neces-- 
(235) sary to the purpose of the ordinance; and this I apprehend is the 

true principle on which forfeitures of this character can be sus- 
tained, whether it is done in abatement of the nuisance and is required 
by ie reasonable necessity of the case. 

After much reflection I have come to the conclusion that the act in 
question is neither unreasonable nor oppressive, and may well be upheld. 
as a lawful and proper forfeiture of the offending property. This is: 
by no means because of the small value of the property seized, but rather 
because of the vast extent and importance of the industry involved, the 
large number of people affected, the great difficulty of affording protec- 
tion by reason of the exposed nature of the place, the impossibility of 
keeping effective watch, and the case with which such property can be 
withdrawn, concealed or replaced by offenders in the prohibited ground. 
Under all the facts and circumstances of this case, the court would not 
be justified in declaring that the forfeiture directed in the effort to abate 
this nuisance is unreasonable and. in excess of legislative power. 
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In some of the decisions it is suggested that the same constitutional 
provisions, which guarantee the enjoyment of a citizen’s property, pro- 
tect also his life and liberty, and if property can be lawfully forfeited 
or destroyed by legislative or executive action, the life and liberty of the 
citizen can be dealt with in like manner. But not so. Such legislation 
affecting life or hberty would be so clearly excessive and so entirely 
foreign to the object and purpose of abating a nuisance, that it would 
at once become the proper occasion for judicial interference. It cannot 
be likened to the forfeiture of offending property seized “in flagrante 
delicto” and directed in the necessary and reasonable effort to abate 
a criminal nuisance. The suggestion, I respectfully submit, affords no 
aid to the proper construction of the statute before us. I concur in the 
decision of the Court. 


Connor, J., dissenting: It is conceded that no person has a (236) 
several right of fishery in the public navigable waters of the State. 
Collins v. Benbury, 25 N. C., 277; Skinner v. Hettrick, 73 N. ©., 53. 
The Legislature has the right to prescribe regulations regarding the 
time, manner and means of fishing, etc., in such waters, including the 
power to prohibit the placing of nets, traps, etc., in such portion thereof 
as it may deem proper for the protection of the rights of the public; it 
may declare such nets, etc., as are prohibited, or all nets at certain 
places or fixed periods, public nuisances, and provide for the summary 
abatement, by removal thereof. Hettrick v. Page, 82 N. C., 63. It is 
needless to discuss the limitations upon this power because the plaintiff 
does not question the validity of those provisions of the statute by which 
itis asserted. I fully concur in the opinion of the Chief Justice in this 
respect. I also concur in his approval of the policy upon which the 
statute is based and the end sought to be attained. I dissent from the 
conclusion that section 9, conferring upon the Oyster Commissioner the 
power to seize the nets and sell the same at public auction without notice 
to the owner, either personal or constructive, or any judgment of con- 
demnation by any judicial tribunal after a hearing or any opportunity 
to the owner to be heard, and the disposition of the proceeds as directed, 
is valid. The right to pass acts of this character is derived from the 
police power, which is an essential attribute of all government. With- 
out undertaking to define this somewhat elastic term or fix its some- 
what elusive limits, it is sufficient, for the purpose of this discussion, 
to say that it must be exercised within, and subject to, the constitutional 
limitations by which the life, liberty and property of the citizen is se- 
cured. In a government deriving its powers from the consent of the 
governed, moving within and bounded by the clearly expressed grants 
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of a written constitution, no germ of arbitrary power is to be found or 
can have any existence. Hach department of the government must find 
its power to act in the charter by which it is created and by © 

(237) which all powers, not delegated, are reserved to the people. The. 
argument that the act is valid because no provision is found in 

the Constitution prohibiting its passage is, I submit with great deference, 
but equal confidence, based upon a misconception of the nature of our 
government and the fundamental principle upon which it is founded. 
Reade, J., in Nichols v. McKee, 68 N. C., 480, says: ‘The theory of 
our State government is that all political power is vested in and derived 
from the people. The Constitution is their grant of powers and it is. 
the only grant which they have made. ‘And all powers not therein dele- 
gated remain with the people.’ Article 1, section 87. This last clause 
will not be found in the former constitution of the State . . . It 
follows that it is not true, as contended for upon the argument, that the 
Legislature is supreme except in so far as it is expressly restrained. 
However that may be in other governments, or however it may have 
heretofore been in this State, it is plain that since the adoption of our 
present Constitution the Legislature, just like each of the other depart- 
ments, acts under-a grant of powers and cannot exceed them.” While 
the legislatwe authority is vested in the General Assembly, no judicial 
power is there granted. On the contrary, it is expressly prohibited to 
that department and vested in the judicial department. This is funda- 
mental and never for a moment or upon any consideration to be lost 
sight of. Among the clearly expressed limitations upon each depart- 
ment of the government we find it declared: “That no person ought to 
be taken, imprisoned or disseized of his freehold, liberties or privileges, 
or outlawed or exiled or in any manner deprived of his life, liberty or 
property but by the law of the land.” Const., Art. I, section 17. These 
words, in substance, come to us from Magna Carta; of them Blackstone 
says: “They protected every individual in the nation in the full enjoy- 
ment of his life, his liberty and his property, unless declared 

(238) forfeited by the judgment of his peers or the law of the land.” 

| 4 Bl. Com., vol. iv., p. 24. Creasy says: “The ultimate effect of 
this chapter was to give and to guarantee full protection for person and’ 
property to every human being that breathes English air.” Eng. Const., 

151. . 
The latest commentator on Magna Carta says: “Three aspects of 
this prohibition may be emphasized: (1) Judgment must precede exe- 
cution,” ete. MceKechnie, Magna Carta, 488. Many definitions of the 
term “law of the land” have been formulated. Judge Cooley is of the 
opinion that none are more accurate or more often quoted than that of 
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Mr. Webster in his great argument in the Dartmouth College case. “By 
the law of the land is most clearly intended the general law which hears 
before it condemns; which proceeds upon inquiry and reaches judgment 
only after trial.” This Court has adopted, with approval, this definition. 
Parish v. Cedar Co., 183 N. C., 478. Mr. Justece Douglas in that case 
notes that Mr. Webster in enumerating legislative acts which fall within 
the condemnation of this provision, includes “acts of confiscation” and 
“egislative forfeitures” among the intolerable evils to be avoided. The 
term has been construed to be synonymous with “due process of law,” 
of which it is said “the essential elements are notice and opportunity to 
defend.” Simon v. Craft, 182 U. S., 427. While conceding these ele- 
mentary principles, there appears to have been made, upon some minds, 
an impression that in the exercise of the police power, especially when 
applied to the abatement of nuisances, the Legislature is not to be con- 
trolled by them. They appear to hold that in respect to this essential 
and yet easily abused power, the public welfare is paramount, to the 
security of the citizen, which must be sacrificed upon the slightest sng- 
gestion that the public welfare demands it. It is undoubtedly true that 
the public welfare or “the good of the whole’ is paramount, but ex- 
perience has brought men to see the truth that the public welfare is. 
preserved only when limitations are placed upon the Government 

and those who make, declare and execute the law. The public (239) 
welfare demands the punishment of crime as a means of preven- 

tion, but the same public welfare demands that trial by due process of 
law and conviction shall precede punishment. When such limitations 
are not imposed it is found that “the grim tradition” is true. 


“I oft have heard of Lyford law, 
How in the morn they hang and draw, 
And sit in judgment after.” 


_ J cannot assent to the validity of any legislative enactment depriving 
the citizen of his life, liberty or property, which will not stand the test 
of the standard fixed by the Constitution. Discussing the limitations 
upon the police power, the author of the latest work on the subject says: 
“There has never been a civilized government which has not recognized 
and practically acted upon the existence of limitations of the nature 
here indicated. For all governments profess to apply or make law, and 
the nature of law implies the idea of restraint according to intelligible 
principles of reason. The peculiarity of American jurisprudence and 
government lies in the possibility of subjecting legislation to judicial 
control with a view of enforcing these principles and limitations.” 
Freund on Police Power, page 15. 
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Tt will be observed that the value of the plaintiff’s net is $60. It is 
a matter of which we may take notice that a large number of the people 
in the’ section of the State in which the plaintiff lives are dependent 
upon fishing for the support of themselves and their families. There is 
no suggestion that the net is, in its construction or use, otherwise than 
is prohibited by the statute, vicious or unlawful. It is difficult to see in 
what respect it 1s more offensive to the law or injurious to the public 
welfare than. the mule of a farmer which is tied to a shade tree, or 
driven in a manner or at a speed prohibited by some town ordi- 
(240) nance. While in such case the owner should not use his property 
In a manner prohibited by law, it is equally true that he should 
not, for doing so, be deprived of it otherwise than by the law of the land. 
The power of the Legislature to prescribe regulations for the use of the 
public waters 1s in no respect different from its power to regulate the 
use of the public highway. The power in both cases comes from the 
same source and is subject to the same limitations. I would deem it 
sufficient to state the proposition and be content to rest my opinion in 
respect to its validity, but for the fact that a majority of my learned 
associates differ from me. A respectful regard for their opinion, ex- 
pressed with his usual clearness and force by the Chief Justice, imposes 
upon me the duty of examining the reasons upon which the conclusion 
is based and the authorities cited to sustain them. I prefer to rest my 
opinion upon the provisions of the State Constitution rather than the 
Fourteenth Amendment. As early as 1787, and among the earliest 
opinions ever filed by our judges it was held in Bayard v. Singleton, 
1 N. C., 5, “That by the Constitution every citizen had undoubtedly a 
right to a decision of his property by a trial jury. For that if the 
Legislature could take away this right and require him to stand con- 
demned in his property without a trial, it might with as much authority 
require his life to be taken away without the formality of any trial at 
all.” In Hamilton v. Adams, 6 N. C., 161, Hall, J., says: “It is a 
principle never to be lost sight of, that ef person should be deprived of 
his property or rights without notice and an opportunity of defending 
them. This right is guaranteed by the Constitution. Hence it is that 
no court will give judgment against any person unless such person have 
opportunity of showing cause against it. A judgment entered up other- 
wise would be a nullity.” 
Daniel, J., in Robinson v. Barfield, 6 N. C., 391, says: “The transfer 
of property to one individual, who is the owner, to another in- 
(241) dividual, is a judicial and not a legislative act. When the Legis- 
lature presumes to touch private property for any other than 
public purposes, and then only in case of necessity and rendering full 
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compensation, 1t will behoove the judiciary to check its eccentric course 
by refusing to give any effect to such acts . . . Our oath forbids 
us to execute them as they infringe the principles of the Constitution.” 

Ruffin, C. J., in Hoke v. Henderson, 15 N. C., 1, said: “But to 
_ inflict punishments after finding the default, is to adjudge; and to do 
it without default is equally so, and still more indefensible. The Legis- 
lature cannot act in that character, and therefore, although this act has 
the forms of law, it is not one of those laws of the land by which alone 
a freeman can be deprived of his property. Those terms “law of the 
land,” do not mean merely an act of the General Assembly. If they did, 
_ every restriction upon the legislative authority would be at once abro- 
gated . . . In reference to the infliction of punishments and divest- 
ing of the rights of property, it has been repeatedly held in this State, 
and it is believed, in every other State of the Union, that there are limi- 
tations upon the legislative power, notwithstanding those words; and 
that the clause itself means that such legislative acts, as profess in them- 
selves directly to punish persons or to deprive the citizen of his property, 
without trial before the judicial tribunals, and a decision of the matter 
of right, as determined by the laws under which it is vested, according 
to the course made and usages of the common law as derived from our 
forefathers are not effectually “laws of the land” for those purposes. 

While the opinions filed do not seriously controvert these elementary 
principles, they hold that the plaintiff has no right to invoke them in 
this case and can claim no protection by virtue of them. That as to him 
they are pure abstractions, for that he and his nets are outlawed 
by legislative enactment. This holding is based upon the follow- (242) 
_ Ing propositions: | 

1. That the Legislature in the exercise of the police power may au- 
thorize the summary abatement of a public nuisance, and, if necessary 
to that end, direct the destruction of the offending property. 

2. That the right to destroy includes the right to condemn and sell 
by summary action, without ra or judgment of forfeiture and con- 
demnation. 

3. That such summary forfeiture and condemnation may be enforced 
by a ministerial officer, because it is directed to and operates upon the 
property and not as a punishment or penalty imposed upon the owner 
for violating the law. | 

4. That if the owner is entitled to a hearing and judicial determina- 
tion of his rights, he may obtain it by resorting to the courts in any ap- 
propriate action, and that he is not entitled to demand that due process 
be provided in the statute. 
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I propose to discuss these propositions in the order in which they are 
stated. Before proceeding to do so, it will be well to state some ele- 
mentary principles which always control courts in passing upon the 
constitutionality of statutes. “We can declare an act of the Assembly 
void when it violates the Constitution clearly, palpably and plainly, and 
in such manner as to leave no doubt or hesitation on our minds.” Sharp- 
less v. Mayor, 21 Pa. St., 147. “The words of the Constitution furnish 
the only test to determine the validity of the statute and all arguments 
based on general principles outside the Constitution must be addressed to 
the people and not to us.” Ibid. While courts may not declare an act 
void because in their opinion it 1s unwise, so, on the contrary, they may 
not strain the words of the grant to sustain an act because they deem 
it wise. While we are to keep a watchful eye, clear mind and firm hand 
upon every threatened invasion of the constitutional guaranties of the 
citizen, we are to accord to the several departments of the government, 

and those who may administer them, the same jealous regard in 
(243) that respect which we ourselves exercise. 8S. v. Barrett, 138 

N. C., 6830. When an unusual or extraordinary power is asserted 
by the government, or unusual and extraordinary method, contrary to 
the procedure and course of the common law, is prescribed by which the 
right of the citizen, either in respect to his person or property, 1s In- 
vaded, every reasonable doubt must be construed against the asserted 
power and mode of procedure and in favor of the right of the citizen 
to demand that he be tried by due course of law. As in England, all 
language in grants are to be construed most strongly in favor of the 
King, so in North Carolina all such language must be construed most 
strongly in favor of the people—the sovereigns. With these rules for 
guidance, I proceed to discuss the propositions and ascertain how far 
they may be sustained and applied to the facts in this record. 

The right to abate a private nuisance, or a public nuisance, when 
specially injurious to a private person is of course conceded. The ex- 
tent to which a person may go in doing so, is fixed by the necessity of 
the occasion, taking into consideration the character of the nuisance, the 
means by which it is created or maintained, the imminence of the 
danger, the character and extent of the injury, etc. This right a person 
has in a state of nature, entirely independent of municipal law, and when 
he enters into the social or political state, this right 1s not surrendered 
but recognized and regulated by the principles of the common law. The 
Legislature may, upon the same principle, authorize ministerial officers 
to abate public nuisances and may authorize the destruction of the 
offending property when necessary for the public welfare or safety. 
The power is based upon the same reason and controlled by the same 
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limitations—necessity. It is difficult and not necessary in this discus- 
sion to define or attempt to mark the limits of this power. It is suffi- 
cient to say that 11 is not arbitrary, but is within judicial control. The 
latest work on the police power thus states the law: When the 
condition of a thing is such that it is imminently dangerous to the (244) 
safety, or offensive to the morals of the community, and is in- 
capable of being put to any lawful use by the owner, it may be treated 
as a nuisance per se. Actual physical destruction is in such cases not 
only legitimate, but sometimes the only legitimate course to be pursued. 
Rotten or decayed food or meat, infected bedding or clothing, mad dogs, 
animals affected with contagious diseases, obscene publications, counter- 
feit coin and imminently dangerous structures are the most conspicuous 
instances of nuisances per se.” Freund on Police Power, sec. 520. There 
are many cases in our reports, restricting this power, not necessary to be 
noticed here for the double reason that the statute under discussion does 
not direct the destruction of the nets—nor does it declare them to be pub- 
lic nuisances either per se or when used in violation of its provisions. 
There is not the slightest suggestion that the nets are, either of them- 
selves, or when put into the prohibited waters, public nuisances. I at- 
tach no great importance to this fact, except to show, as I shall under- 
take to do, that in the cases relied upon to sustain the opinion of the 
court, the property was, by its illegal use, declared by the statute to be 
a public nuisance, 

The right to direct the removal of nets used j in violation of Dae ig sus- 
tained in Hettrick v. Page, 82 N. C., 65, in which Smith, C. J., says 
that no unnecessary damages must be done to the property removed. Rea 
v. Hampton, 101 N. C., 51, No case can be found in our reports authoriz- 
ing the destruction of nets. I might safely concede the right of the 
Legislature to direct their destruction by way of abating the nuisance, 
but I do not find any evidence in the record that such destruction was 
reasonably necessary. It is claimed that the right to destroy has been 
settled by the courts and from this right the power to sell without due 
process of law is said to follow. In Weller v. Snover, 42 N. J. L., 341, 
it was held that a statute authorizing the destruction of a fish © 
basket placed in a stream prohibited by law was valid. In the (245) 
statute it was expressly required that the fish warden shall first 
give notice in two newspapers, and the owner is given ten days within 
which to remove the baskets which are declared to be common nuisances. 
In Am. Print Works v. Lawrence, 21 N. J., 248, cited in the opinion, 
no question of police power or of nuisance was fold or passed upon. 
‘The plaintiff sued the defendant, Mayor of New York, charging that he 
caused its storehouse and the goods: therein to be blown up with gun 
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powder and destroyed. The defendant justified by alleging that a fire 
was raging and it became necessary to destroy plaintiff’s property to 
prevent its spreading, etc. The court, after defining the right of emi- 
nent domain, said: “But the right to destroy property to prevent the 
spread of a conflagration, rests upon other and very different grounds. 
Ji appertains to individuals, not to the State. It has no necessary con- 
nection with or dependence upon the sovereign power. It is a natural 
right existing independent of civil government.” The weight to be 
given this case as an authority is lessened by the fact that the decision 
was reversed by the Court of Errors and Appeals, 21 N. J., 714. There 
were several cases growing out of a disastrous fire in New York. It will 
be found that the judgment of-reversal was in Hale v. Lawrence. See 
note, page 716. Without going into the facts and the able discussion 
of the law by the court upon the very interesting question presented, it — 
is sufficient to say that the case does not involve or decide the principles 
presented in our case. In Rittenhaus v. Johnson (Wis.), 32 L. R. A., 
380, the statute declared the nets in prohibited waters a public nuisance 
and directed their destruction. The act was upheld, relying upon Law- 
ton v. Steele, which will be noticed later. Burroughs v. Eastman, 101 
Mich., 428, was an action for an assault committed in the arrest 
(246) of the plaintiff and has no bearing upon this case. The cases 
cited, with the exception of Lawton v. Steele, 119 N. Y., 226, 
are the only ones in which the right to destroy fish nets has been sus- 
tained. In that case nets found in the public waters are declared to be 
public nuisances, and their destruction authorized. Andrews, J., says: 
“We regard the case as very near the border line, but we think the 
legislation may be fairly sustained on the ground that the destruction 
of the nets so placed is a reasonable incident of the power of the abate- 
ment of the nuisance. The owner of the nets is deprived of his prop- 
erty . ... as incident to the abatement of the nuisance . . . But 
the general rule undoubtedly is that the abatement must be limited by 
necessity, and no wanton or unnecessary injury must be committed. — 
3 Bl. Com., 6. It is conceivable that nets illegally set could, with the 
use of care, be removed without destroying them. But in view of their 
position, the difficulty attending their removal, the liability to injury in 
the process, their comparatively small value, we think the Legislature 
could adjudge their destruction as a reasonable means of abating the | 
nuisance.” There is here a clear recognition of the only principle upon 
‘which the right can be sustained—necessity incident to the abatement 
‘of the nmsance. This case was carried by writ of error to the Supreme 
‘Court of the United States, and is reported in vol. 152, U. S., 133. It 
“1s claimed that the question raised by the plaintiff is settled by that de- 
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cision. It is also said that plaintifi’s contention is based upon the 
Fourteenth Amendment, and that the construction put upon its language 
by the Supreme Court of the United States, controls this court. If the 


premise be correct, J admit the conclusion. I am at a loss to see why it 


is necessary for a citizen of this State to resort to the Federal Constitu- 
tion to protect him in the right to demand that his property be taken 


from him only by the law of the land or due process of law. I am not 


willing to make such concession. This right is guaranteed him as a 
citizen of the State, and it is in respect to his status as such and | 
right secured to him by the Constitution of the State that he (247) 
prosecutes this action. .Certainly any decision of the Supreme 
Court of the United States construing language found in both the State 
and Federal Constitutions, is entitled to the most weighty consideration. 
The Supreme Court of Ohio, in Edson v. Crangle, did not hesitate to 
follow its own conclusion upon this identical question, although Lawton 
v. Steele was pressed upon their attention. The value, therefore, of that 
case as an authority is dependent upon the reasoning of the opinion and 
the unanimity of the judges. After laying down the general principles 
applying to such cases, the court proceeds to say that many articles, 
such as dice, cards and other articles used for gambling purposes, may 
become nuisances by being put to illegal purposes, concluding: “It is 
true that this rule does not always follow from the illegal use of a 
harmless article.” After further discussion it is said: “It is true there 
are several cases of a contrary purport. Some of these cases, however, 
may be explained upon the ground that the property seized was of con- 
siderable value.” A careful reading of the opinion impresses my mind 
with the conviction that the decision is to a very large extent based 
upon the last suggestion—the value of the property. The nets were . 


worth $15 each. The Chief Justice wrote a strong dissenting opinion 


in which Justices Brewer and Field concurred. He said: “Fishing nets 
are In themselves articles of property entitled to the protection of the 
law, and I am unwilling to concede to the Legislature of a State, the 
power to declare them public nuisances, even when put to a use in a 
manner forbidden by the statute, and on that ground to justify their 
abatement by seizure and destruction without process, notice or the 
cbhservance of any judicial form . . . It is not doubted that the 
abatement of a nuisance must be limited to the necessity of the oc- 


-casion, and, as the illegal use of fishing nets would be terminated 


by their withdrawal from the water and the public be fully pro- (248) 

tected by their detention, the lack of necessity for the arbitrary 

proceedings prescribed seems to me too obvious to be ignored. Nor do 

I perceive that the difficulty which may attend their removal, the lia- 
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bility to injury in the process, and their comparatively small value, 
ordinarily affect the principle or tend to show their summary destruc- 
tion to be reasonably essential to the suppression of their illegal use. 
Indeed I think the argument is to be deprecated as weakening the im- 
portance of the preservation, without impairment, in ever so slight a 
degree, of constitutional guaranties.” Mr. Freund well says: “The 
principles which govern the forfeiture of property were departed from 
in the decision of the New York Court of Appeals, and the Supreme 
Court of the United States in the case of Lawton v. Steele . . . The 
chief argument relied upon was the trifling value of the property taken 
and the disproportionate cost of condemnation proceeding, is an inad- 
missible argument when constitutional rights are involved.” Without 
conceding that the value of the property should be considered in the de- 
cision of the case, I should not hesitate to say that if considered, it 
would not weigh against the plaintiff. To a fisherman on our coast, 
a net worth sixty dollars is not of so inconsiderable value that a court 
should dismiss his controversy as beneath its dignity. We know from 
observation that thousands of our people are dependent upon the use 
of property of no more value for their support—the value of the average 
mule is but little, if any larger, and the tools and implements of many 
mechanics with which they earn the support of their families, is much 
below sixty dollars. It is proper to say that no such suggestion found 
any favor with any member of this court. I notice it only because I 
concur with Mr. Freund that it was the “chief argument relied upon” 
and with the Chief Justice that it weakens the preservation of consti- 

tutional guaranties. In a very able brief filed in Edson v. 
(249) Crangle, supra, the decision is referred to as “remarkable” and 

as “absolutely inconsistent with earlier decisions rendered by 
former judges of that court.” When I say that neither the reasoning 
nor the authorities cited in this case are convincing to my mind, I am 
sustained by the strongly expressed dissent of the Chief Justice and two 
of his associates. The right to abate nuisances, by summary destruction 
of the offending property, is founded upon necessity, and is confined 
either to those things which are nuisances per se, or in the continued 
existence of which the danger to the public is imminent, or which en- 
dangers public morals and is limited, as said by Chief Justice Fuller, 
“to the necessity of the occasion.” When destroyed pursuant to law, it 
is an assertion and exercise by the State of a right which the citizen has 
by the law of self-protection. The language quoted by Mr. Justice Hoke 
from Bishop, 1 Crim. Law, applies solely to abatement by destruction. 
He says: “If a man so uses his property that it becomes a nuisance, the 
nuisance is liable to be abated to the destruction, if necessary, of the 
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property.” This is consonant with the authorities. There is not a word 
or suggestion to be found in the statute tending to show that, in the 
opinion of the Legislature, destruction of the nets was necessary as an 
incident to the abatement of a nuisance. The contrary is manifest 
from the direction to the officer to sell them. This removes them far 
beyond the domain upon which, alone, their destruction could be justi- 
fied. Certainly if I am correct in saying that they may not be destroyed, 
it will be conceded that there is no possible justification for selling them 
without due process of law. I earnestly contend that if they come within 
the power of the officer to destroy, it would not follow that they could 
be sold as directed by the statute. 

I will diseuss the second and third propositions together. The right 
to declare the property used in violation of law forfeited, and to sell the 
same, is based upon an entirely different principle from the 
right to destroy. Mr. Freund says: “The power of summary (250) 
abatement does not extend to property in itself harmless, but 
which is put to unlawful use or is otherwise kept in a condition contrary 
to law . . . The unlawful use may, however, be punished and the 
punishment may include a forfeiture of the property used to commit 
the unlawful act. While in many cases this would be an extreme 
measure, it is subject to no express constitutional restraint, except where 
the Constitution provides that every penalty must be proportionate to 
the offense . . . Such forfeiture is not an exercise of the police 
power but of the judicial power, 2. ¢., the taking of the property does not 
strictly subserve the public welfare, but is intended as a punishment for 
an unlawful act. Hence, forfeiture requires judicial proceedings, either 
‘personal notice to the owner or at least a proceeding in rem with notice 
by publication. Secs. 525-526. Mr. Tiedeman (State & Fed, Con., 
825), says that forfeiture may be declared “as a penalty for the in- 
fraction of the law . . . But in all of these cases, the seizure and 
the destruction must rest upon a judgment of forfeiture procured at 
the close of the ordinary trial in which the owner of the property has 
had full opportunity to be heard in defense of his property.” In Colon 
v. Lusk, 153 N. Y., 188 (60 Am. St., 609), discussing a statute hav- 
ing a provision somewhat similar to ours, the court said: “That the 
forfeiture used in violation of this statute, is in effect a penalty, we 
have no doubt.” The power to declare a forfeiture and sell property 
used in violation of a statute, without notice or an opportunity to be 
heard or judgment of condemnation was denied by this Court as early 


as 1816. 


In Shaw v. Kennedy, 4 N. C., 591, an ordinance of the town of 
Fayetteville authorizing the town constable to “take up and sell all hogs 
found running at large in any of the streets of the town and paying one- 
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half of the proceeds to the town treasurer and the other half to apply 

to his own use” was held unconstitutional. The Court, by Sea- 
(251) well, J., said: “The law of the land . . . allows to every 

person the opportunity of defending his property before it is 
condemned; and in no case leaves it to the mercy of a mere ministerial 
officer to foie it at will; which seizure is to be lawful or not, according 
to his own will and pleasure. The ordinance was therefore, on that 
account, unauthorized and consequently void.” That was an action 
of trespass against the town constable for taking up the plaintiff’s hogs. 
J udgment was for the plaintiff, although it appeared that the noes were 
running at large in violation of the ordinance. 

In Hellen v. Noe, 25 N. C., 493, the case is cited, approved od dis- 
tinguished, Daniel, J., saying: “But j in this case the ordinance does not 
attempt to deprive the owner of his property; provides for his having 
notice, and secures to him every right which he can claim, not incon- 
sistent with the object of the ordinance, the prevention of mischief to 
the community.” In that case the officer was required to give public 
notice and the owner was entitled to come forward and take his property 
and pay the officer’s charges only, or if a sale took place the purchase 
money, after deducting the costs, was to be held for the owner. The 
same ordinance was before the Court in Whitfield v. Longest, 28 N. C., 
268, the only question then decided being that it applied to non-resident 
owners of hogs. In Rose v. Hardie, 98 N.'C., 44, cited by the court, the 
ordinance required notice to be given by the constable “at the courthouse 
door, in the best manner he can,” giving the ear-marks, or other dis- 
tinguishing marks, and if the owner called for the same within three. 
days, prove his or her property, pay for.each hog or goat the sum of one 
dollar as a penalty for suffering it to run at large, and also fifty cents. 
for the marshal’s fee for impounding and ten cents a day for keeping, 
he shall have his property, etc. In Broadfoot v. Fayetteville, 121 N. C., 
421, the same ordinance was before the Court upon the question of its 

application to non-resident owners. Sections 2811, 2815, 2817, 
(252) of The Code provide that where the stock law prevails, it shall 

be unlawful for any person to permit any livestock to run at 
large. That any person may take up and impound any live stock 
running at large, ete., and demand the amount fixed by the statute for 
impounding and keeping such stock. Before any sales shall be made, 
if the owner: of said stock be known to such impounder, he shall im- 
mediately inform such owner where his stock is impounded and he shall 
have two days within which to redeem his property, and upon failure to 
do so, such impounder shall give twenty days notice of sale and shall 
from the proceeds pay the expenses and the balance he shall turn over 
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to the owner, if known, and if not known, to the school fund, in which 
case the owner shall have six months within which to call for the 
money. | 
With a single exception, I have been unable to find any statute in our 
Code which confers the power upon a ministerial officer to destroy the 
property of the citizen without due process. Section 1049-1050. Sec- 
tion 2500 of The Code, authorizing the killing of dogs that kill sheep, 
provides that the owner shall have notice and satisfactory evidence of the 
charge be produced before a justice of the peace. It is true that stat- 
utes and town ordinances have been sustained, empowering the destruc- 
tion of dogs without a collar, and upon which the tax has not been paid. 
These cases are put upon the ground that they are a menace to the pub- 
lic safety. Some of the judges have also sustained the power because 
they were not property. The tax imposed is not a property tax, but a 
license for the privilege of keeping them. Sentell v. R. R., 166 U. S., 
698; Mowery v. Salisbury, 82 N. C., 175. We held in Parish v. Cedar 
Co., 183 N. C., 478, that an act which provided that when the owner 
of swamp land failed to pay the taxes assessed thereon such land should 
be forfeited to and vested in the State without any judicial proceeding, 
was unconstitutional. Mr. Justice Douglas said that the de- 
cision was based exclusively upon the provisions of the State (253) 
Constitution. Bull of Rights, sec. 17. This case was approved 
in Lumber Co. v. Lumber Co., 185 N. C., 742. I am at a loss to see 
- how the decision of this case can be reconciled with Shaw v. Kennedy, 
supra. An exhaustive examination of the decisions of other courts 
fails to disclose a single case in which the power of the Legislature to de- 
clare a forfeiture and direct a sale of property without due process is 
sustained. On the contrary, the decisions are uniform in the denial of 
any such right of power. Time and space permit the notice of only a 
few of the many cases in which the power is denied. In Jeck v. Ander- 
son, 57 Cal., 251, McKee, J., said: “But the statute under considera- 
tion contained no provision whatever for determining the property was 
liable to condemnation for the forfeiture denounced against it for the 
criminal acts of those who had it in their possession. It merely au- 
thorized a peace officer to seize the property without warrant or process, 
to condemn it without proof, or the observance of any judicial forms and 
to destroy it without notice of any kind, or sell it upon notice posted 
anywhere in the county for five days. Such an enactment cannot be 
harmonized with those constitutional guaranties which are supposed to 
secure every one within the State in his rights of hberty and property.” 
After citing authorities, he concludes: “It follows that.so much of the 
statute under consideration as authorized defendant to arbitrarily seize 
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and destroy or sell the property of the plaintiff for alleged forfeiture, 
without judicial proceeding for its condemnation or monition or notice 
actual or constructive to its owner . . . was unconstitutional and 
void.” S&. v. Robbins, 124 Ind., 308. In Edson v. Crangle, 62 Ohio St., 
49, a statute prohibiting the placing of nets in certain public waters 
was under discussion. In regard to a section substantially like section 
9 of our act, Burkett, J., for the Court, said: “While the seizure may 

be made in the first instance by an officer of the law doing no 
(254) unnecessary damage, the confiscation must be made by the judg- 

ment of a court having jurisdiction of the subject matter. This 
section gives the right of confiscation, but fails to provide a legal pro- 
ceeding by which the confiscation may be adjudged, and there being no 
other statute providing in like cases, it attempts to take and sell private 
property and as the proceeds in the public treasury without any 
process of law.” The statute was held unconstitutional, the opinion 
concluding, “Proper legal proceedings are always necessary to adjudge 
a forfeiture or confiscation and to permit officers to seize, sell and ap- 
propriate private property without legal proceedings under a claim of 
confiscation, would be inconsistent with the principles of constitutional 
government and would soon lead to fraud, corruption, oppression and | 
extortion.” This case is strikingly like the one before us. The action 
was by the owner for the possession of his net detained by the officer. 
The court held that he was entitled to recover. The case was argued 
upon full briefs by the Attorney-General and other eminent counsel. 
The Supreme Court of Maine, in Dunn v. Burleigh, 62 Me., 24, in 
passing upon a statute prohibiting trespassing upon public lands and 
empowering a land agent to seize the team of the trespasser and sell 
the same by giving notice in newspapers, etc., said: “Will any one 
contend that it is competent for the Legislature to pass an act authoriz- 
ing the land agent to seize the person of a trespasser upon the public 
lands and hang him, or imprison him for life without any other trial 
of his guilt than the ex parte determination of the land agent himself, 
and no other authority than his own personal command? Of course 
not. No more is it competent for the Legislature to pass an act au- 
thorizing the land ‘agent to deprive a person of his property in such a 
summary mode; for what is due process of law in the one case must be 
equally so in the other. In the Constitution, life, liberty and property 
are all grouped together, and the same protection which is secured to 

one is secured to all.” Lowry v. Rainwater, 70 Mo., 152; King 
(255) v. Hayes, 80 Mo., 206. Osborn v. Charlevoix, 114 "Mich., 655; 

cited in the opinion fully sustains my view and notes the very 
distinction for which I am contending. Montgomery, J., on page 663, 
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says: “It is clear that this act permits the seizure of nets and ap- 
paratus, but only when the same are found in actual use. It is also 
plain that the warden has no right to destroy the same until ordered by 
the court before whom the offense is tried, and by this we understand 
is meant the court before whom the person offending is tried for the 
unlawful use for which the apparatus 1s seized; and it is implied that 
the disposition of the property is to be determined in that proceeding 
to which the offender is a necessary party and in which he has a right to 
be heard.” The entire opinion is based upon this distinction—the 
officer may seize and remove the net, but he cannot destroy or sell until 
some judicial proceeding is had or at least an opportunity be given the 
owner of the property to be heard. The question involved underwent 
an exhaustive examination by the Supreme Court of Massachusetts in 
Fisher v. McGul, 11 Gray (67 Mass.), 1, in which Rufus Choate, then 
Attorney-General, was of counsel and Chief Justice Shaw wrote the 
opinion for a unanimous court of exceptional ability. Certainly from 
this source we may draw sound doctrine. The Legislature for the 
purpose of suppressing the liquor traffic enacted a statute, containing 
provisions similar, but not so barren of protection to the citizen as 
ours. The right to regulate or to prohibit the traffic was fully conceded. 
The only question involved was the mode of procedure, leading to con- 
demnation of property. It is thus stated by the Chief Justice: “The 
question is whether the measures directed and authorized by the statute 
in question are so far inconsistent with the principles of justice and the 
established maxims of jurisprudence, intended for the security of pub- 
he and private rights, and so repugnant to the provisions of the Dec- 
laration of Rights and Constitution of the Commonwealth 

that it was not within the power of the Legislature to give them (256) 
_ the force of law and that they must therefore be held unconstitu- 

tional and void; and the court are all of the opinton that they are.” 
After noting other objections to the statute he says: “Then the prop- 
erty may be confiscated and destroyed without any opportunity given 
the true owner to be heard. But suppose the officer happens to be right, 
and the owner has notice, the notice is to appear forthwith. No day 
in court is given, no allowance made for the contingency of the owner’s 


absence or sickness or engagements . . . These measures seem 
wholly inconsistent with the right of defending one’s property and of 
finding a safe remedy in the laws . . . Now, we can perceive no 


provision for the trial and proof of this offense of keeping liquors with 
illegal intent in any sense in which a judicial trial is understood, in 
which a party charged with an offense, for which his property may be 
taken from him and confiscated, may stand on his defense and have 
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the presumption of innocence until proofs are adduced against him to 
establish the crime or misdemeanor, with which he is charged. Such 
a trial alone can satisfy the express provisions of the Declaration of 
Rights, which declares that no subject shall be . . . but by the 
judgement of his peers or the law of the land. These expressions have 
been understood from Magna Carta to the present time to mean a trial 
by jury in a regular course of legal and judicial proceeding.” 

In Varden v. Mount, 78 Ky., 86, an ordinance authorizing the mar- 
shal of a town to seize all hogs running at large and sell them was held 
void, for that no provision was made for. giving notice to the owner, 
the court saying: “This is the general rule, and it is only in extreme 
cases, where the preservation and repose of society or the preservation 
of the property rights of a large class of the community absolutely re- 
quire a departure that the courts recognize any exception. The excep- 

tion can only be sustained upon ‘an overruling necessity.’” The 
(257) same was held in Donovan v. The Mayor, etc., 29 Miss., 247. 
In Heis v. Town Council, 6 Rich., 404, it is said: “A man’s. 
property cannot be seized except for violation of law, and whether he 
has been guilty of such violation cannot be left to police officers or 
constables to determine.” In Bradstreet v. Ins. Co., 3 Summer, 601, 
Judge Story referring to a proceeding in rem in which no notice. is. 
given, says: “It amounts to little more in common sense and common 
honesty than the sentence of the tribunal, which first punishes and then 
hears the party.” | 

In Poppen v. Holmes, 44 TI, 360, the plaintiff’s horse had been seized. 
while running at large in the town in violation of the ordinance au- 
thorizing a sale by the pound master thereof, if the costs, etc., were not 
paid. Plaintiff brought replevin. Defendant justified under the ordi- 
nance. The ordinance was declared void because no provision was 
made for hearing. In McConnell v. McKulip (Neb.), 65 L. R. A., 616 
(1904), the statute prohibited hunting or fishing without a permit, 
and declared that all guns, etc., in actual use by any person hunting or 
fishing without such permit should be forfeited to the State. The com- 
missioner appointed to enforce the statute was authorized to seize and. 
sell such gun, etc., and pay the proceeds into the school fund. The 
plaintiff being engaged in hunting without a license, his gun was seized. 
by the officer. He brought an action to recover possession of his prop- 
erty, alleging that the statute in so far as it authorized the seizure and. 
sale of his property without a hearing, was void. The court by an_ 
opinion concurred in unanimously, sustained his contention assigning: 
the same grounds upon which, this dissenting opinion is based—con- 
eluding: “There is a clear and marked distinction between that species: 
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of property which can only be used for an illegal purpose and which 
may therefore be declared a nuisance and summarily abated, and that 
which is innocent in its ordinary and proper use, and which 
only becomes illegal when used for an unlawful purpose. We (258) 
know of no principle of law which justifies the seizure if in- 
nocent in itself, its forfeiture and the transfer of the right of prop- 
erty in the same from one person to another as a punishment for crime 
without the right to a hearing upon the guilt or innocence of the per- 
son charged before the forfeiture takes effect. If the property seized 
by a game keeper or warden were a public nuisance, such as provided 
for in section 1, he had the right under the duties of his office at com- 
mon law to abate the same without judicial. process or proceedings; 
and the great weight of authorities is to the effect that such common 
law rights have not been abrogated or set aside by the provisions of the 
Constitution; but if the property is of such a nature that though in- 
nocent in itself and susceptible of a beneficial use, it has been perverted 
to an unlawful use, and is subject to forfeiture to the State as a penalty, 
no person has the en to deprive the owner of his property summarily 
without affording opportunity for a hearing and without due process 
of law. The usual course of proceeding in such case has been either 
as in admiralty or revenue proceedings to seize the property, libel the 
same in a court of competent jurisdiction and have it condemned by 
that court or as in criminal matters to arrest the offender and to pro- 
vide that upon his conviction the forfeiture of the property to which 
the offender’s guilt has been imputed and to which the penalty attaches 
should take place. These have been the methods of procedure for cen- 
turies.” This is the latest discussion and decision of the question in- 
volved. See, also, Boggs v. Com., 76 Va., 989; Colon v. Lisk, supra. 
Walker, J., in Dorman v. State, 34 Ala., 116, said: “If hfe, liberty 
and property should be taken away by the direct operation of a statute, 
the enjoyment of these rights would depend upon the will and caprice 
of the Legislature and the provision would be a mere nullity. 
Thus construed the Constitution would read ‘no person shall be (259) 
deprived of his life, hberty or property unless the Legislature 
pass a law to do so.” The doctrine is well stated by Judge Cooley 
(Const. Lim., 7 Ed., 518): “Nor can a party by his conduct so forfeit 
a right that it may be taken from him without judicial proceedings 
in which the forfeiture shall be declared in due form. Forfeitures of 
right and property cannot be adjudged by legislative act, and confisca- 
tions without a judicial hearing after due notice, would be void as not 
being due process of law.” The authorities in addition to those cited 
are uniform and abundant to sustain these propositions. 
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1. That the right to destroy property which is a public nuisance, 
either per se, or made so by statute, or becoming so by the manner of its 
use, is restricted to the necessity of the occasion, or as an incident to 
the abatement. 

2. That the power to declare property forfeited and subject it to 
sale by reason of its illegal use, is judicial and not legislative. That 
it can only be exercised as a penalty or punishment imposed upon the 
owner for violating the law, and, as a necessary conclusion, the for- 
feiture and condemnation can only be declared and enforced after a 
hearing or an opportunity to the owner to be heard. 

I have not found it possible, without further extending this opinion, 
already too long, to comment upon references in the opinion to Internal 
Revenue Laws. They are not at the best a favorite field for the in- 
vestigator of authorities to sustain personal or property rights. From 
the third proposition asserted by the court, I dissent. It is said, Why 
permit the plaintiff to raise the question of the validity of the statute? 
He admits that he has violated its provisions: What difference does it 
make to him whether his net is sold according to law or in violation of 
law? Assuming that the act is unconstitutional, as I have undertaken 
to show, the argument proves too much and destroys the right of the 
citizen in any case to demand that his life, liberty or property be 

‘taken only by “the law of the land.” It is said if he has not 
(260) violated the law, he may show it—if he has, it is a matter of no 

concern to him that he is. punished without due process of law. 
Tt is sométimes well to test the strength of a proposition by putting 
an extreme case. The Legislature fixes the punishment of murder, the 
Constitution provides that no man shall be put upon his trial for. mur- 
der except by indictment by a grand jury, or convicted but by the unani- 
mous verdict of a jury. The Legislature, deeming it a useless and 
expensive proceeding involving delay, etc., authorizes any sheriff or 
constable, upon being satisfied that a person has committed murder, to 
forthwith arrest and hang him. The citizen commits the crime, in- 
formation is duly given, the sheriff proceeds to execute the legislative 
will; application is made to a judge for a writ of habeas corpus in 
which guilt is admitted. The sheriff finds that this court has decided 
that by admitting guilt, the petitioner waives or forfeits his right to 
be hanged, according to the expensive requirements of the law of the 
land, and so avers in his return to the writ. To the suggestion that 
the plaintiff may in this action litigate his constitutional rights, it is 
sufficient to say that the question is not whether in some way, but 
whether in the act itself or by some general law applicable to all such 
cases, provision is made for hearing before confiscation. In Stewart v. 
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Palmer; 74 N. Y., 183, the same suggestion was made in regard to a 
revenue law—a statute empowering a board of assessors to assess prop- 
erty for local improvements, without notice to the owner. Application 
was made for an injunction restraining the enforcement of an assess- 
ment upon the ground that no notice was required by the statute. The 
defendant answered that conceding plaintiffs contention, he was not 
in a position to insist upon his rights because, in fact, the assessment 
was fair. Earle, J., said: “The constitutional validity of law is to be 
tested, not by what has been done under it, but by what may by its au- 
thority be done.” It is said in the opinion in chief, in response 

to the contention of the plaintiff, that before his nets are sold, (261) 
he is entitled to have the fact determined by a court whether he 

has incurred the penalty,—“So he has, but it can be asserted in this very 
action . . . He has his full remedy, but it does not include a con- | 
tinuance of the nuisance,” etc. J am not quite sure that I comprehend 
the import of this language. The opinion maintains that he has no 
right to demand a hearing as a condition precedent to the sale of his 
nets—but it seems by the language quoted that such is not the con- — 
clusion reached by the court. Again it is assumed that the right of the 
Legislature to authorize “the prompt abatement of fishing nets at the 
inlets” is denied. On the contrary, I concede the right. JI concede that 
the nets may be removed and if necessarily incident to the removal, they 
may be destroyed. Severe penalties by way of fine, and punishment by 
way of imprisonment, may be imposed. The only restriction on the 
power of the Legislature is that such punishment shall not be cruel 
and unusual. I concede further that as a part of the punishment the 
nets may be sold, ete. The right to do any and all of these things other- 
wise than by the law of the land—due process of law, I deny. With all | 
possible deference I must be permitted to say that my convictions in 
respect to the right of the citizen of this State under the Constitution 
are not shaken by referring to “the law as recognized even as far as 
India.” I have no doubt that in Turkey, Russia and many other juris- 
dictions in which the rights of the people come ex gratia from sover- 
eigns ruling by some supposed divine right, life, liberty, and property 
may be taken without any process other than the edict of the sovereign. 
In the light of the uniform judicial expression to the contrary in this 
country, I must dissent from the proposition that “in the exercise of 
the police power the General Assembly is not restricted to indictment, 
but may proceed by summary process of abatement of the nuisance and 
imposing as a penalty the forfeiture or destruction (as it may deem 
best) of the article illegally used.” If this is the law, and ~ 

as the majority of this Court so hold it must be the law of (262) 
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this State, I am at a loss to see where the limitations upon the power 
of the Legislature have any place or virtue. If I am correct in this 
opinion, this case marks an epoch in our jurisprudence and stands 
forth as a departure from the ancient landmarks made by the fathers 
for the protection of life, liberty and property. The decision reverses 
not only adjudged cases in this court, but the entire conception of our 
system of government and rules of construction of our Constitution. 
I write with the utmost respect and deference, but with earnest convic- 
tions. The question here is not whether the plaintiff shall be permitted — 
to violate the law or whether the State has the power to prevent, by 
‘punishing him, nor is it whether a valuable resource of the State for 
feeding the people shall be sacrificed, but whether the plaintiff or any 
other citizen shall be deprived of his property otherwise than by the 


law of the land. Without regard to the value of his nets or the charac- 


ter of his offense this question is paramount to all others. If the 
plaintiff may be deprived of his property without due process of law, 
what guaranty is left that any and all other citizens may not suffer 
in like manner? It was only at the last term of this Court that we 
found a corporation claiming sovereign power to destroy valuable prop- 
erty to meet a supposed public necessity. Brown v. Electric Co., 188 
N. C., 533. At each term we are called upon to stay the hand of power 
“in its eccentric course” and protect the citizen in his rights. We may 
not safely listen to the suggestion that public necessity demands that 
we sustain doubtful power in either department of the government. It 
is not necessary to go beyond our own time or country or the records 
of this Court to find painful reminders that, except for the protection 
of these safeguards, men would have been done to death, or imprisoned 

by executive and ministerial officers, in defiance of the law of the land. 
| Sure, swift and cheap methods of punishment appeal very 
(263) strongly to a sometimes dominant sentiment. The protection . 
| of the shad fisheries of the Albemarle should be secured and the 
plaintiff should be compelled to obey the law, but it 1s neither necessary 
nor wise to accomplish these desirable results by “weakening the im- 
portance of the preservation in ever so slight a degree of constitutional 
guaranties.” | 

' 

WaLkKeER, J., concurring in dissenting opinion: It seemed to me at 
first that the plaintiff must fail in his action, as the seizure of the nets 
for the purpose of removing the obstruction to the free passage of fish 
and thereby abating a nuisance, was lawful, and the cost and expense 
of making the removal being therefore a just charge against him, the 
officer could hold and sell the property and apply the proceeds to their 
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payment, even though he could not retain the surplus for the purpose 
of being turned into the school fund as directed by the Act of 1905, 
chapter 292, section 9, the Legislature not having provided for a ju- 
— dicial determination of the fact of forfeiture. This would be so, and 
I would still be of the same opinion, if the defendant had offered to 
surrender the nets to the plaintiff upon his paying the reasonable cost 
and expenses of removing them. Mellen v. Noe, 25 N. C., 493. The 
record shows, however, that this he did not do, but, on the contrary, 
when the plaintiff demanded possession of the nets, he refused to give 
them up and insisted on his right to hold and sell them, not only for 
the necessary cost and expense of their removal from the water, but 
also in order to apply the surplus to the purpose indicated in the statute. 
Plaintiff did not tender the costs and charges of such removal, it is 
true, but the defendant’s refusal to comply with his demand for the . 
reason he gave and his virtual denial that plaintiff had any right what- 
ever in the property because it had been forfeited, dispensed 

with the necessity of any formal tender by the latter of the (264) 
amount of the cost and expense incurred by the officer in seizing 

and removing the nets (28 A. & E. (2 Ed.), page 7). The question is 
then presented, whether the officer had the right to refuse compliance 
with the plaintifi’s demand, for the reason that he was justtfied by the 
statute in holding the nets and selling the same, not only to pay the 
cost and expense of seizure, but to apply the surplus to the school fund. 
If he claimed too much his plea of justification cannot be sustained. 
After the most careful consideration of the question thus raised and 
an examination of the authorities, my opinion is that the Legislature 
could not decree a forfeiture of the nets by virtue of its own enactment 
nor without some kind of procedure to determine the guilt of the plain- 
tiff or the liability of his property to forfeiture. There must be some 
inquiry, having at least the form or semblance of judicial investigation. 
I therefore concur in the dissenting opinion of Justice Connor to this: 
extent. and in the conclusion he has reached, that we cannot hold the - 
Act of 1905 to be valid throughout without sencing to the plaintiff the 
right to be heard in defense of his property, which is clearly guaranteed 
by the Constitution, and without depriving him of that property con- 
trary to the law of the land. Const., Article I, section 17. Forfeitures 
of rights and property cannot be adjudged by legislative acts, and confis- 
cation without judicial hearing after due notice, is void, as not being 
due process of law. Lowry v. Rainwater, T0 Mo., 152. Broad as is 
the police power, it is, like every other, subject to the restrictions of the 
organic law, State and Federal. It is paramount when the particular 
ease falls within its scope, but the Legislature cannot conclusively estab- 
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lish that such is the nature of the case, and the decision of that body 
may, where there is a plain excess or usurpation, be reversed by the 
judiciary or rather nullified. This results from the constitutional pro- 
vision that no man shall be deprived of his life, liberty or property . 
without due process of law, which would be an idle declaration of right 

and nugatory, if a bald recital in an act of Assembly could oust 
(265) the jurisdiction of the courts. 2. Hare’s Am. Con. Law, 772. 

It is the plain duty of the courts to see that the Legislature, in 
the exercise of its police power, keeps within established constitutional 
limitations. Tiedeman Law of Police Power, section 1385. Its power 
over subjects of police regulation is not unlimited or arbitrary, and it 
should go no farther in the destruction or confiscation of the rights and 
property of the citizen, while exercising this power, than is required for 
the attainment of the end in view. An unnecessary invasion of the 
rights of the citizen in such a case is an excessive exercise of the power 
and is unwarranted. 

The question is not merely whether the nets were placed in the pro- 
hibited waters in violation of the statute, but whether the method by 
which the title of the plaintiff to his property was attempted to be di- 
vested and transferred to another, was without constitutional sanction. 
Varden v. Mount, 78 Ky., 86. It seems clear to me, that the solution of 
the question we have in hand, cannot be made to depend upon the bare 
necessity or exigency of the case arising out of the peculiar nature of 
the property and the facility with which it can be returned to the place 
in the water from which it was taken, if it should be restored to the 
possession of the owner. This argument could be applied to most any 
species of movable property and would practically nullify the pro- 
visions of the Constitution which afford protection to the citizen in the 
possession, use and enjoyment of his property. Besides, the premise 
upon which the argument is based, ignores the fact that the plaintiff, 
if so minded, could procure other property of a like kind and con- 
_ tinue the obstruction of the stream, but on the contrary, it.1s assumed 
that the confiscation of the nets and their sale will effectually abate 
the alleged nuisance. The sale of the nets does not necessarily put 
them beyond the owner’s reach. The reasoning will, as well, and with 

as much force, apply to other kinds of property as to fish nets. 
(266) They cannot be replaced in the water and again be employed 

in their unlawful use with any more ease, or any less secrecy, 
than can the master return his vessel, which has been used in unlaw- 
fully taking oysters from their beds, to the place of its former depreda- 
tions and continue in his illegal business, and it must be conceded that 
the vessel cannot be destroyed or forfeited, unless absolutely necessary 
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to suppress the wrong. Boggs v. Com., 76 Va., 989; Colonw. Lisk, 153 
N. Y., 188. The vessel is a larger object and can be better seen at its 
work, but if the nets are used for catching fish, which must at stated 
periods be taken from them, the publicity is just as great in the one 
case as in the other. The argument is founded upon a principle of 
preventive, rather than upon one of retributive or punitive justice. But 
if the nuisance can be abated, or the obstruction, which constitutes the 
nuisance, can be removed from the waters, has the State any more power 
to take property to prevent a repetition of the offense, without due 
process of law, than it has to punish the offender for the act already. 
done? Whatever view we take of the matter, we are constantly con- 
fronted by this limitation on the power of the State, that it can exer- 
cise none which deprives the owner of his property, except to protect 
or promote the public interests and then only after due process, unless 
there is urgent necessity for the immediate destruction of the property. 
This necessity 1s not presented when the State merely seeks to prevent 
the repetition of an offense, except In very rare and exceptional cases 
not embracing this one, or when she undertakes to declare a forfeiture, 
for the same purpose and with the same intent as she imposes a penalty 
or inflicts punishment. It is to be doubted, if it should not be strenu- 
ously denied, that the Legislature can even go to the extent of authoriz- 
ing the destruction of the nets, in which case the argument might be 
stronger and more effective, without giving the owner an opportunity 
to be heard as to the unlawful use of his property, where the 
necessity to destroy it does not exist. I take it that the right (267) 
to summarily destroy the property of the citizen for the purpose 

of abating a nuisance, or in the exercise of any other police power, is 
confined to cases where the destruction is necessary to effect the abate- 
ment or to the full exercise of the police power, and that it does not 
exist, when, for instance, the nuisance can be thoroughly abated and 
“at the same time the property unlawfully used to create it be restored 
to the citizen, the right itself being one which arises out of and is com- 
mensurate with the necessity and is limited by its demands. 

I do not deny that the forfeiture or the destruction of property may 
not be declared as a penalty or as a punishment annexed to the com- 
mission of the unlawful act which constitutes the nuisance, but in such 
a case 1t must be admitted that the citizen has a clear and unquestionable 
right to notice and an opportunity to be heard in his defense. This 
proposition is too plain for argument and does not call for the citation 
of authorities, though the latter are abundant. Referring to this ques- 
tion in Fisher v. MeGirr, 1 Gray, 36, Shaw, C. J., says: “Such being 
the character of the prosecution, in a high degree penal in its opera- 
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tion and coysequences, it should be surrounded with all the safeguards 
necessary to the security of the innocent. The party should have notice 
of the charge of guilty purpose upon which his property is declared 
to be unlawfully held and in danger of being forfeited and a time and 
opportunity to meet the witnesses against him face to face.” The same 
doctrine is strongly stated by Judge Story in Bradstreet v. Ins. Co., 
3 Summer, 601. “It is a rule,” says he, “founded on the first principles 
of justice, that a party shall have an opportunity of being heard in his 
defense before his property is condemned, and that charges on which 
the condemnation is sought shall be specific, determinate and clear.” 
In Windsor v. McVeigh, 98 U. 8., 279, the court says: “The jurisdic- 

tion acquired by the seizure of the property is not to pass upon 
(268) the question of forfeiture absolutely, but to pass upon that ques- 

tion after opportunity has been afforded to its owner, and parties 
interested, to appear and be heard upon the charges. To this end, some 
notification of the proceedings beyond that arising from the seizure, pre- 
scribing the time within which the appearance must be made, is es- 
sential. Such notification is usually given by monition, public proc- 
lamation or a publication in some other form: The manner of the 
notification is immaterial, but the notification is indispensible.” In 
McVeigh v. U. S., 78 U. S., 259, it was said that the right to declare 
a forfeiture of property must be exercised only in such way as to give 
the owner an opportunity to appear and defend, and that this right 
to be heard existed even in favor of a person then within the Confeder- 
ate lines, whose property was sought to be condemned in a court of the 
United States. “It was alleged,” says Swayne, J., for the court, “that 
he was in the position of an alien enemy, and hence could have no 
locus standt in that forum. If assailed there he could defend there. 
The liability and the right are inseparable. A different result would be | 
a blot upon our jurisprudence and civilization. We cannot hesitate or 
doubt on the subject. It would be contrary to the first principles of 
the social compact and of the right administration of justice.” 

The property of the citizen cannot be seized except for a violation 
of the law, and whether he has been guilty of such violation cannot be 
left to police officers or oyster inspectors to determine. Darst v. People, 
51 Tll., 286. There is no more legislative power to authorize ministerial 
officers to perform judicial acts of this character than there is to au- 
thorize them, at their discretion, to assess a fine upon a citizen and seize 
his property for its payment without inquiry before a court or an op- 
portunity of being heard in his own defense. Jbed., 287. The right of 
the citizen in this respect is strikingly illustrated by the case of Boggs 
». Commissioners, 76 Va. 989, in which is the following clear 

226 


N.C.) FALL TERM, 1906. 
DANIELS v. HOMER. 


statement of the principle: “It is said that the proceedings (269) 
under the liquor law may be so conducted consistently with its 
provisions as to secure to the person whose property is seized all his 
constitutional rights. If this 1s possible that is not enough. The law 
must afford to the accused the means of demanding and enforcing his 
constitutional rights and if it authorized a course of procedure which 
would deprive him of this, it is void. It is not to be left to the disere- 
tion of prosecutor or mae staat to adopt a course of procedure which 
may or may not be in conformity with the requisitions of the Constitu- 
tion as they may elect.” 

It may be conceded that when the necessity of the case, by reason of 
the situation of the property and the peculiar circumstances, requires 
its destruction in order to abate a nuisance, the property may be de- 
stroyed, and yet it would not justify this defendant, for no such neces- 
sity existed here, as the nuisance was fully and completely abated by 
the removal of the nets from the water and the sale or other disposition 
of them afterwards by the officer could not therefore make its abate- 
ment more effectual or complete. The property of the citizen then 
was taken from him without notice or hearing, in a case where there 
was no necessity for doing so in order to accomplish the main purpose 
of the legislative act. In this connection the language of the court in 
Varden v. Mount, 78 Ky., 86, with reference to a kindred question is 
peculiarly appropriate: “The right to forfeit without citation and 
without hearing can only exist from necessity. That right in this in- 
stance should not be extended beyond impounding the hogs. When that 
is done, the necessity for summary and precipitate action ceases, and 
vidicial proceedings looking to forfeiture may then properly begin. 
If the ordinance had been violated, appellant may be compelled to pay 
the fees for impounding and. keeping the hogs, but their payment can- 
not be enforced by forfeiture without judicial determination.” | 

The police power therefore should be exercised with due re- (270) 
gard for private rights and the constitutional safeguards thrown 
around the rights of property are not to be demolished for any less 
reason than that the public interests imperatively demand it and no 
time or opportunity is afforded for their due observance. It is de- 
sirable that a way should be left open for the free passage of fish in the 
sounds, but the benefits to be derived therefrom must-be regarded as 
inconsiderable in comparison with the value of the guaranties of the 
Constitution, which secure to the citizen his liberty and his property. 
A full recognition of the right of the State to adopt and vigorously en- 
force measures for the suppression of nuisances does not ordinarily 
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require any sacrifice of the rights of property of the citizen, and they 
should, when possible, be made to harmonize with constitutional pro- 
visions, and inconsiderate legislation which disregards them should not 
be upheld. Summary and extreme measures should not be resorted 
to if, without serious detriment to the public interests, the purpose can 
otherwise be accomplished. Lowry v. Rainwater, supra. 

This Court was among the first to assert this right of the citizen to 
be protected in the use and enjoyment of his property, and not to be 
unreasonably deprived thereof. Bayard v. Singleton, 1 N. C., 5. And 
this case was followed in quick succession by others equally as pro- | 
nounced in their assertion and vindication of the right of property to 
protection under the Constitution against forfeiture or any sort of con- 
demnation, contrary to the law of the land or, what is the same thing, 
without due process of law. Hamilton v. Adams, 6 N. C., 161; Robin- 
son v. Barfield, 6 N. C., 891; Hoke v. Henderson, 15 N. C., 15. In 
Shaw v. Kennedy, 4 N. C., 591, discussing the identical question we are 
now considering, the court, by Seawell, J., (in words which cannot be 

too often repeated) says: “The laws of the land, or, in other 
(271) words, those laws which do operate over the whole country 
| without being directed to any place or particular individual, 
allow to every person the opportunity of defending his property before 
it is condemned; and in no case leave it to the mercy of a mere minis- 
terial officer, to seize it at will, which seizure is to be lawful or not, 
according to his own will and pleasure. The ordinance, therefore, on 
that account, was unauthorized and consequently void.” This case has 
been cited with approval. Hellen v. Noe, 25 N. C., 493. I am unable 
to perceive any substantial difference between Shaw v. Kennedy, and 
the case now under review. In the former case a migratory hog had 
strayed into a town and was seized and held as forfeited, under the 
provision of an ordinance condemning him, as a nuisance, to be sold, 
and directing the proceeds to be applied to the payment of the cost 
of impounding him, and the balance to the joint use of the constable 
and the town, without giving the owner any opportunity to be heard. 
This was held to be a clear violation of his constitutional right. There 
was no reason in that case why the hog should not have been forfeited, 
which does not with equal force apply to the facts of this case. One 
was. an animate and the other is an inanimate thing, but both are prop- 
erty and under the protection of the same law against wrongful inva- 
sion. | _ 

If the value of the property can be considered in determining whether 
there is due process of law in the particular case, it should not have any 

228 


N. C.] FALL TERM, 1905. 


Dantes v. Homer. 


weight with us in the decision of this case, as it does not appear that 
the value of the nets is less than the cost and expense of removal. In- 
deed, the inference, if it can be drawn from what does appear, should 
be that it is not. But I do not think the value of the property has 
anything to do with the question or that it should affect the applica- 
tion of the principle in the least. The right of the owner is to have it 
judicially determined that his property has been forfeited, and this de- 
termination must necessarily precede condemnation for any 
purpose. It can be destroyed to abate the nuisance when the (272) 
exigency of the situation requires it, because of the paramount 

right of the State to do so in promotion of the public good, and the in- 
terest of the individual will not be permitted to stand in the way. 
(Privatum incommodum publico bono pensatur.) This is upon the 
ground of public policy based upon the maxim that regard is to be had to 
the public welfare, as the highest law, there being an implied assent 
on the part of every member of society that his own individual welfare 
shall, in cases of‘ necessity, yield to that of the community; and that 
his property shall under certain circumstances be placed in jeopardy 
or even sacrificed for the public good. Broom’s Legal Maxims (8 Ed.), 1. 
But the emergency must exist before the right can accrue to the 
State, and if it does not exist the owner is not required to submit to the 
destruction of his property and it cannot be condemned for any pur- 
pose without a hearing. The right of the State depends upon the ex- 
istence of the necessity for destruction or other summary proceeding, 
and not upon the value of the property, and surely the State cannot 
merely condemn the property by forfeiture to its own use or to any 
public use without a hearing, as there is no necessity for such action. 
The fisherman’s net may be of little intrinsic value, but if it is for- 
feited the loss to the owner may be far beyond its inherent worth. 
Whether of great or little value, it is his and cannot be taken from him 
even by the most powerful, or by sovereignty itself, except in accord- 
ance with the law of the land. That is the shield of the humblest as 
well as of the most exalted citizen. What is said by the court in Cole 
man v. fk. &., 1388 N. C., 357, aptly and forcibly expresses this thought: 
“The plaintiff may be an humble individual and the damages may or 
may not turn‘out to be slight. But in the history of English law, many 
important rights have been declared in instances of obscure complain- 
ants, and where the wrong was not of great note by reason of its effect 
in that particular ease.” 


Cited: S. v. Lewis, 142 N. C., 654; Daniels v. Homer, 146 N. C., 975; — 
S.v. Ray, 151 N. O., 714; 8. v. Blake, 157 N. C., 609; S. v. Sermons, 
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169 N. C., 287; S.v. BR. RB., ib., 304; Newell v. Green, ib., 463; Skinner 
v. Thomas, 171 N. C., 101, 108, 105, 107; Bell v. Snuth, vb., 118; Board 
of Health v. Comrs., 173 N. C., ‘284; 8. v. Purley, 2., 786; S. v. 
Johnson, 181 N. C., 641, 645. | 





(273) : _ 
BYRD y. EXPRESS CO. 


(Filed 17 October, 1905.) | 
Negligence—Evidence—Proximate Cause—Section 1498—.Damages. 


1. In an action by the plaintiff to recover, damages for the death of his intes- 
tate, the burden is upon the plaintiff to show that the defendant’s alleged 
negligence proximately caused the intestate’s death, and the proof must | 
be of such a character as reasonably to warrant the inference of the fact 
required to be established, and not merely sufficient to raise a surmise or 

o. conjecture as to the existence of the essential fact. 


2. In an action to recover damages for the death of plaintiff’s intestate alleged 
to have been caused by the negligence of the defendant in failing to for- 
ward a package of medicine for the intestate who was ill with typhoid 
fever, where the attending physician testified that he believed the chances 
of reovery would have been better had the medicine been received in time 
and taken according to directions, and that was as far as he could go, and 
that the medicine was needful and necessary, a motion to nonsuit was. 
properly allowed, as the evidence does not tend to show that the failure 
to receive the medicine caused the intestate’s death. 


3. Where the plaintiff brings an action, under section 1498 of The Code, as ad- 
ministrator of his son, his recovery is limited to the value of the life and 

... heis not entitled to any damages for mental anguish in this form of action, 
nor for the loss of the services of his child. 


Action by Rufus Byrd, administrator of James E. Byrd, against 
Southern Express Co., heard by Ferguson, J., and a jury, at May Term, 
1905, of Cumprrtanp. From a judgment of nonsuit, the plaintiff ap- 
peeled: 

Plaintiff sued to recover damages for the death of his intestate alleged 
to have been caused by the negligence of the defendant. The intestate, 
plaintiff’s son, about eighteen years old, was ill with typhoid fever at 

‘Wade, N. C., on 11 September, 1903. His physician, early in 
(274) the day, gave a prescription for him to a druggist at Fayette- 
ville, who prepared the: medicine and handed the package con- 
taining it to the agent of defendant company at that place to be sent to 
Wade, a station on the railroad about twelve miles north of Fayetteville, 
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where the plaintiff with his family resided. The package was received 
by defendant’s agent about fifty-five minutes before the train was due 
to leave for Wade, and the agent was told that it was important to ship 
at once, as it contained medicine for a man who was sick. It was not 
forwarded that day and plaintiff did not receive it until he came to 
Fayetteville the next morning and got it from the defendant. .There 
‘was testimony, not necessary to be stated, which clearly shows that no 
contributory negligence was imputable to the plaintiff in not going to 
Fayetteville sooner than he did. The attending physician testified, in 
answer to a question as to the effect the delay in receiving the medicine 
had upon the patient, that the loss of time would necessarily cause a 
break “in the chain of treatment,’ and would in his opinion lessen the 
chances of recovery; that he had an aggravated form of typhoid fever, 
and in such case it is required that the patient should have his medi- 
cine as regularly as possible. When asked whether, if the medicine had 
been received in time and taken according to his directions, it would 
probably have effected a cure or saved. his patient’s life, he answered 
that the prognosis in all aggravated cases of typhoid fever is very 
grave, and he believed that had there been no interruption in the course 
of treatment, the chances of recovery would have been better and that 
was as far as he could go. He was then asked if, in the condition of the 
boy at the time, it was necessary for his recovery that the medicine 
he prescribed should be taken at noon on 11 September, and he answered 
as follows: “I would say that was the hope; the medicine was needful 
and necessary.” A motion by the defendant for a nonsuit was 

sustained. Plaintiff excepted and appealed. oe (275) © 


Thos. H. Sutton for plaintif’. — 
Rose & Rose and Robinson & Shaw for defendant. 


Waker, J., after stating the case: If it 1s conceded that there was 
negligence on the part of defendant, we do not think there was sufficient 
evidence to be submitted to the jury that it caused the death of the 
plaintiff’s intestate. There must always, in actions of this kind, be 
a casual connection between the alleged act of negligence and the in- 
jury which is supposed to have resulted therefrom. The breach of 
duty must be the cause of the damage. The fact that the defendant 
has been guilty of negligence, followed by an injury, does not make him 
liable for that injury, which is sought to be referred to the negligence, 
unless the connection of cause and effect is established, and the negli- 
gent act of the defendant must not only be the cause, but the proximate 
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cause of the injury. Shear. & Redf. on Negligence (4 Ed.), sections 
25 and 26. The burden was therefore upon the plaintiff to show that 
defendant’s alleged negligence proximately caused his intestate’s death, 
and the proof should have been of such a character as reasonably to’ 
warrant the inference of the fact required to be established, and not 
merely sufficient to raise a surmise or conjecture as to the existence 
of the essential fact. 

In 8. v. Vinson, 68 N. C., 335, this Court thus states the rule: “We 
may say with certainty that evidence which merely shows it possible for 
the fact in issue to be as alleged, or which raises a mere conjecture that 
it was so, is an insufficient foundation for a verdict and should not be 
left to the jury.” And in Brown v. Kinsey, 81 N. C., 245, it is said: 
“The rule is well settled that if there be no evidence, or if the evidence 
be so slight as not reasonably to warrant the inference of the fact in 

issue, or furnish more than material for a mere conjecture, the © 
(276) court will not leave the issue to be passed on by the jury.” In 
the later case of Young v. R. R., 116 N. C., 932, the court says: 
“Judges are no longer required to submit a case to the jury merely be- | 
cause some evidence has been introduced by the party having the burden 
of proof, unless the evidence be of such a character as that it would 
warrant the jury to proceed in finding a verdict in favor of the party 
introducing such evidence.” Cobb v. Fogalman, 23 N. C., 440; Witt- 
kowsky v. Wasson, 71 N. C., 451; Sutton v. Madre, 47 N. C., 320; 
Pettiford v. Mayo, 117 N. C., 27; Lewis v. Steamship Co., 182 N. C., 
904. In the last cited case, the subject is fully discussed by Connor, J., 
and the cases collected. It all comes to this that there must be legal 
_ evidence of the fact in issue and not merely such as raises a suspicion 
or conjecture in regard to it. The plaintiff must do more than show 
the possible lability of the defendant for the injury. He must go 
further and offer at least some evidence which reasonably tends to 
prove every fact essential to his success. This has not been done in the 
case now before us. The right of recovery turns upon the testimony 
of the physician. He nowhere says that if the medicine had been ad- 
ministered at the time fixed in his directions, the child would have 
recovered or that in his opinion its recovery was even probable. It is 
evident that the doctor was unwilling to hazard such an opinion and 
well might. he have refrained from venturing so far. It must be ad- 
mitted that he prescribed what he thought was best for the child and 
directed it to be taken as soon as possible, in the hope of arresting the 
rapidly increasing ravages of this terrible disease, which was fast sap- 
ping the life of his patient, but it was hardly within the range of his 
knowledge to tell afterwards, with any degree of certainty, what the 
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result would have been if his directions had been strictly followed. 
Under the circumstances of this.case, it would be barely more than a 
guess, there being no certain data or process of reasoning upon which 
he could rely for an intelligent opinion. At any rate the doctor was 
cautious enough to reduce to the narrowest limit the scope of 

his answer to the plaintiff’s question as to the probable result (277) 
of a comphance with his directions, when he said “that the 

chances of recovery would have been better; that is as far as I can go.” 
But this falls very short of tending to prove that the failure to receive 
the medicine caused the intestate’s death. The witness does not say 
the boy would have recovered, nor that, if the chances of recovery had 
been increased by taking the medicine at the appointed time, they 
would still be in his favor or against him. The condition of the pa- 
tient might have been somewhat improved and yet the chances of re- 


— eovery still have been decidedly against him, or the prospect of ultimate 


recovery hopeless. Nor do we think that this uncertain and most un- 
satisfactory proof was aided in the least by what was afterwards said 
by the witness. He plainly did not intend to go beyond what he had 
already said. All that can be legitimately inferred from his last an- 
swer is, that he entertained a hope that the medicine would stay the 
progress of the malady, and that he deemed it necessary for the boy 
to take the medicine at the time indicated in his instructions to the 
father. But it could hardly be said that this evidence was of the kind 
required by the law as a sufficient and reliable basis for a verdict. It 
would not be at all safe to form a conclusion on such proof, as the jury 
must not guess, but decide; they must use, not their imagination, but 
their reason; and there is no room here for anything more certain — 
than rank conjecture. 

The plaintiff brings this action as administrator of his son to recover 
the value of his life under the statute (Code, section 1498), and of 
course he is not entitled ta any damages for mental anguish in this 
form of action, nor for the loss of the services of his child. Such 
damages can be assessed only in an action brought in his own name, if 
at all. 

We think his Honor was right in dismissing the action. 

No error. 


Cited: Kearns v. R. R., post, 472; Campbell v. Everhart, post, 517; 
Milthiser v. Leatherwood, 140 N. C., 235; Berry v. Lumber Co., 141 
N. C., 898; Crenshaw v. R. R., 144 N. C., 820; Metal v. R. R., 145 
N. C., "997; "Weld ». Shop Co., 147 N. C., 509: 8. 2. Dobbins, 149 N. C. 
468 ; Busbee v. Land Co., 151 N. C., B15; Aderholt v. BR. R., 152 N. C., 
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416; Toy v. Lumber Co., tb., 598; Newsome v. Tel. Co., 158 N. C., 155; 
Ballinger v. Rader, ib., 488; S. v. Norman, ib., 594; Boney v. KR. h., 
155 N. C., 123; Thomason v. Hackney, 159 N. C., 303; Liquor Co. v. 
Johnson, 161 N. C., 76; S. v. Matthews, 162 N. C., 548; In re Smith, 
(163 N. C., 467; Alexander vo. Statesville, 165 N. C., 582; Pench v. 
Michael, 167 N. C., 323; Ridge v. R. R., tb., 517; Zolhicoffer v. Zoli 
coffer, 168 N. C., 828; Lumber Co. v. Cedar Works, 2b., 346; Coxe v. 
—Oarson, 169 N. C., 185; R. R. v. Mfg. Co., tb., 160; Campbell v. Power 
Co., 171 N. C., 768; S. v. Bridgers, 172 N. C., 882; 8. v. Clark, 173 
N. ©., 745; Martin v. Vinson, 174 N. C., 184; Rice v. BR. B., wb., 270; 
Moore v. Lumber Co., 175 N. C., 210; Williams v. Mfg. Co., 177 N. C., 
515; Whittington v. ae Co., 179 N. C., 652; Fox v. Texas Co., 180 
N. C., 544, 





(278) 
KELLY vy. ODUM. 


(Filed 17 October, 1905.) 


Executors and Administrators—Allowances for Attorneys’ Pees—Good 
Faith of Representatiwe—Costs. 


1. A personal representative has the right to employ an attorney whenever it 
is necessary to protect the estate, or to enable him to manage it properly, 
and on the settlement of his accounts he will be allowed credit, as part of 
the expenses of administration, for the reasonable charges paid by him 
for such services. 


2. Such an allowance is always based upon the prudence and good faith of the 
trustee, and credit will not be given if litigation has been improperly in- 
stituted by him or was the result or consequence of his neglect, or im- 
proper conduct, benefit to the estate being generally necessary to chatec. 
the estate with an expenditure of this character. 


3. Where an administrator ec. t. a. made no defense to a suit brought by his: 
father, but permitted judgment to be taken by default, and then brought 
a proceeding to charge the land of his testator with the payment of the 
judgment thus obtained, and two juries decided that there was nothing 
due to his father: Held, that it was error to tax against the defendant, 
who was a purchaser from the devisees, as a part of the costs, an allow- 
ance for attorney’s fee paid by the administrator for bringing and prose- 
cuting the latter proceeding. | 


4, An executor is always personally liable to his counsel for his fee, but it is - 
in no sense a debt of the estate. 


Action by Ira L. Kelly, administrator, with the will annexed of 
T. K. Byrd, against 8. R. Odum and others, heard by O. H. Allen, 
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J., at May Term, 1905, of Sampson, upon the referee’s report on a 
motion to retax the bill of costs. From a judgment in favor of the 
plaintiff, the defendant, Odum, appealed. | 
- The executor of the will of T. K. Byrd having renounced, the 
plaintiff qualified as administrator with the will annexed, and on the 
day of his qualification was sued by his father, Thomas Kelly, 
before a magistrate, for one hundred dollars alleged to be due (279) 
by the testator for services rendered in nursing him. Plaintiff | 
did not resist a recovery, but permitted judgment to be taken by de- 
fault. This was in 1891. Plaintiff then commenced this proceeding 
to have the testator’s land sold to pay said judgment and a debt to 
another party of $7.50 due for medical services, which was admitted. 
The land was bought from the devisees by the defendant, who denied 
that anything was due to Thomas Kelly, and, it seems, impeached the 
judgment taken before the magistrate as having been obtained fraudu- 
lently. An issue was submitted to the jury, based upon this defense, 
who found that there was nothing due to Thos. Kelly. This verdict was 
set aside and the issue was submitted to another jury at a subsequent 
term, who found in the same way, that there was nothing due. De- 
fendant was adjudged to pay the costs of the proceeding and the charges 
of administration. The clerk taxed in the bill $20 for attorney’s fee 
paid for bringing and prosecuting this proceeding, to which exception 
was taken by the defendant. The court directed the clerk as referee 
to ascertain and report if the services for which the fee was charged 
were rendered “in the interest of a fair administration of the estate and 
was a reasonable allowance.” The clerk reported “as a fact” that the 
services were rendered “in the interest of a fair administration of the 
estate,” and that $20 was not an unreasonable charge therefor. The — 
court thereupon rendered judgment against the defendant for the costs 
and charges, including said fee. Defendant excepted and appealed. 


Grady & Graham for plaintiff. 
Geo. FE. Butler and J. D. Kerr for defendant. 


Waker, J., after stating the case: The statute provides that an 
executor may be allowed commissions and may retain for necessary 
charges and disbursements in the management of the estate. 
Code, section 1524. Compensation is allowed in order to reward (280) | 
him, not only for his time, labor and trouble in administering 
the estate committed to his charge, but also for the responsibility in- 
curred and for the fidelity with which he discharges the duties of his 
trust—the theory of compensation being that it is incident to faithful 
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administration—and it should not be allowed if there has been neglect 
or improper conduct whereby the estate has suffered loss. In the case 
of charges and disbursements the same rule apples, and the statute 
provides that they must have been necessary to a proper management 
of the estate. Included in legal charges and disbursements, are. sums 
paid to an attorney or counsel for professional services rendered to the > 
personal representative. The latter has the right, unless restricted by 
statute, as he is not in this State, to employ an attorney whenever it 1s 
necessary to protect the estate or to enable him to manage it properly, 
and on the settlement of his accounts he will be allowed credit, as part 
of the expenses of administration, for the reasonable charges paid by | 
him for such services. 11 A. & E. (2 Ed.), pages 1240 and 1282. It 
has ever been the ruling of this Court, founded of course to some extent 
upon the provision of the statute, that reasonable fees paid counsel 
for advice and assistance in the management of a trust, and even in 
meeting a demand by action for a settlement, will be allowed to the 
trustee, whenever the services were necessary or proper and the payment 
made fairly on account of the trust estate. Young v. Kennedy, 95 
N. C., 265; Hester v. Hester, 38 N. C., 1; Love v. Love, 40 N. C., 201; 
Fairbairn v. Fisher, 58 N. ©., 885; Whitford v. Foy, 65 N. C., 265. 
We have recognized and applied the general principle at this term in 
Lumber Co. v. Pollock, ante, 174. 
But while such an allowance will be made, it must be nemiemberel that 
it is always based upon the prudence and good faith of the trustee. 
Therefore, the credit will not be given if litigation has been 
(281) improperly instituted by him or was the result or consequence 
of his neglect or improper conduct, benefit to the estate being 
_ generally necessary to charge the estate with an expenditure of this _ 
character. Commissions and allowances, as we have shown, are both 
intended as a recompense for honest and faithful service only, and are 
never awarded to one who has been guilty of a breach of duty. John 
ston v. Haynes, 68 N. C., 509; Whitford v. Foy, supra; Grant v. Reese, 
94 N. C., 720; 11 A. & E., 1281. Applying this just and well settled 
principle to our case, we find that the plaintiff made no defense to his 
father’s suit, which followed upon the very heels of his administra- 
tion, but allowed judgment to be taken without any effort being made to 
ascertain the justness of the claim preferred. He immediately brought 
this suit to charge the land of his testator with the payment of the 
judgment thus obtained, and two juries have decided that there is 
nothing due to his father. The attack on the judgment is made directly, 
and it appears that it was founded upon an allegation of collusion or 
connivance. We take it that this was the true ground, as the jurisdiction 
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of the justice must be conceded, and there was no other suggested, nor 
can we conceive of any other under the circumstances. Harp v. Minton, 
138 N. O., 202. If the plaintiff had resisted the claim at the proper 
time, and in the proper way, that is, in the magistrate’s court, and by 
defending the action there, this proceeding would perhaps not have been 
necessary, and the developments tend clearly to show that it would not 
have been. Instead of doing so, he is now placed in the attitude of 
prosecuting for his father a claim against the devisees, which two 
juries have said is absolutely without any merit. Jt would indeed be 
hard to measure if the law should charge the defendants with the ex- 
- penses incurred in such a prosecution. Fortunately, we are able to 
think that it does not, and we so declare. The rule requiring perfect 
good faith on the part of the trustee in such cases is a whole- 
some one, and we are not disposed to abate its stringency or to (282) 
stay in the least its full operation. It may be that the alleged 
debt is a just one; if so, it is the misfortune of the plaintiff that he 
has not succeeded in convincing either of the two juries of the fact. 
Whether in any case he should be allowed the amount of an attorney’s 
fee paid in attempting to charge his testator’s estate with the payment 
of a debt, and thereby espousing the cause of a creditor, is a question 
which it is not necessary for us to decide. 

The plaintiff has paid his attorney, and properly, as he was clearly 
liable to him. What we have said has no application as between them. 
An executor is always personally liable to his counsel for his fee or 
compensation, but it is in no sense a debt of the estate. He is liable | 
in such case in his individual and not in his official capacity. This is 
perfectly familiar learning. Devane v. Royal, 52 N. C., 426; Banking 
Oo. v. Morehead, 122 N. C., 823; Lindsay v. Darden, 124 N. C., 309. 
As Pearson, J., said for the Court, in Hailey v.. Wheeler, 49 N. C., 159, 
“Tt 1s not possible to conceive how a debt of the testator can be created 
by a matter occurring wholly in the executor’s time.” But if the dis- 
bursement is found to be a proper one, it will be allowed to the executor 
in his settlement. In this case we hold that, however reasonable and 
just the disbursement may have been as between the plaintiff and his 
attorney, it is not a proper charge against the defendant, and it will 
be stricken from the bill. 

Error. _ 


Cited: Craven v. Munger, 170 N. C., 426; Cropsey v. Markham, 171 
N. C., 46. 
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(283) | 
COZARD v. HARDWOOD CO. 


(Filed 17 October, 1905.) 


Tramways—C onstitutional Law—Injunctions—Eminent Domain— 
Public Use—Timber Lands. 


1. The fact that proceedings had been instituted before a Highway Commis- 
sion to acquire a right of way for a tramway or railway, and were pend- 
ing in the Superior Court, does not prevent the Court interfering by in- 
junction with the construction of the proposed railway, where the result 
of that proceeding could not affect the a right to enjoin the de- 
fendants. 


2. The amendment made to sections 2056-2057 of The Code, by chapter 46, 
Laws of 1887, in so far as it authorizes owners of timber lands to condemn 
a right of way for tramways or railways over the lands of other owners 
for the exclusive use of the owners of the timber, is unconstitutional, 
in that private property can only be taken for a public use. 


3. The question, what is a public use, is always one of law. Deference will be 
paid to the legislative judgment as expressed in enactments proyiding for 
the appropriation of property, but it will not be conclusive. 


Action by H. O. Cozard against Kanawha Hardwood Co., heard by 
Ferguson, J., at chambers, in Waynesville, N. C., on 25 August, 1905, 
upon a motion by the defendants to dissolve the temporary restraining 
order theretofore granted. From an order continuing to the hearing 
the said restraining order, the defendants appealed. 

Plaintiff alleged that he was the owner of a tract of land in Cherokee 
County, upon which he had erected a dwelling and planted a large num- 
ber of fruit trees and made many other valuable improvements requir- 
ing outlay of many thousand dollars. That the defendants are partners 
conducting a general lumber business under the firm name and style 
of the Kanawha Hardwood Co. That defendants are threatening and 
pursuant to such threats proceeded to construct a railway over and. 

through his lands for the purpose of hauling timber and timber 
(284) products from their own lands. That in grading the route for 

such railway and erecting trestles over the mountain, great and 
permanent damage will be done his property, etc. He applied to the 
resident judge of the district for a restraining order until the hearing 
and a permanent injunction, ete. Upon the return day of the order 
to show cause, his Honor, Judge Ferguson, upon hearing the complaint 
and answer supported by affidavits, found the following facts: The 
defendants, after notice, applied to the Highway Commission of Valley- 
town Township in said county for a right of way to construct and op- 
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erate a private railroad from the town of Andrews, a railroad station 
on the Southern Railway, to standing timber owned by the defendants 
in Graham County, which right of way would pass over the plaintifi’s 
land. The plaintiff filed an answer to the petition. From the order 
the Highway. Commission, finding that it was necessary, reasonable and 
just that the petitioners should have the right of way, and appointing 
a jury to lay it off, plaintiff appealed to the Board of Commissioners 
of Cherokee County. From the order of the said Board of Commis- 
sioners, affirming the proceedings of the Highway Commission, the 
plaintiff appealed to the Superior Court. The appeal is now pending 
in said court. That the defendants are the owners of standing timber 
from which no public road leads and to which no water is convenient; 
that the proposed road leads from a railroad station to such sending 
timber, and that such standing timber cannot be marketed with a profit 
_ to the defendants without the construction of a railroad. That the 
construction of a railroad is necessary for the profitable marketing 
of such timber, and that the route across the plaintiff’s land is a reason- 
able route; that in taking such route no injustice is done the plaintiff; 
that there is no reason why his land should not be taken as well as the 
land of any others over which the road might be constructed; that five 
years will not be an unreasonable time in which to remove aaah 
standing timber. (285) 
Defendants have graded a considerable portion of the proposed 

road, not on the lands of the plaintiff, but other portions of the pro- 
posed route; they have bought and contracted for iron rails, locomotives 
and other appliances for operating said road. 

Defendants are not a corporation, and do not propose to become liable 
as common carriers, but’ propose to construct and use the road for their 
sole and exclusive use In removing their timber and timber products 
from their lands in Graham County to the railroad station at Andrews 
and to the markets. There are other large boundaries of timber land 
of like kind contiguous to the defendants’ timber. Defendants do not 
propose to transport over their proposed railroad such timber for rea- 
sonable charges to be fixed by the Corporation Commission or other 
authority of the State. Defendants do not claim any other right to 
enter upon plaintiff’s land other than such as they acquired by the 
order of the Highway Commission. His Honor upon the foregoing 
facts continued the injunction to the hearing. Defendants appealed. 


— Jones & Johnston and Shepherd & Shepherd for plaintiff. 
Dillard & Bell for defendants. 
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Connor, J., after stating the case: The defendants insist that pend- 
ing the proceeding instituted before the Highway Commission, the court 
should not interfere by injunction with the construction of their pro- 
posed railway. This contention would be unanswerable but for the fact 
that plaintiff insists that in no point of view can the result of that pro- 
ceeding affect his right to enjoin defendants, for that, 1. No power is 

conferred upon the Highway Commission to order a railway of 
(286) the character or for the purpose contemplated by the defendants, 

to be laid out. 2. That if the statute undertook to confer such 
power it would be invalid, violating the elementary principle that private 
property can only be taken for a public use, and then with compensa- 
tion. 

These contentions render it necessary to examine , the provisions of the 
statute creating the Highway Commission of Valleytown Township, 
chapter 210, Laws 1905. 

By the first section of the statute, provision is made for electing three 
persons, who shall constitute the Highway Commission for said township, 
naming those who shall act until the time appointed for the first elec- 
tion. By the second section, the Commission is vested with the powers, 
rights, ete., exercised by the Board of Supervisors of Public Roads, ete. 
“They shall have full power and authority to order the laying out of 
public roads, ete. They shall also have power and authority to lay out 
cartways, rights of way for tramroads, church and mill roads, and to 
discontinue the same in the way and manner provided in sections 2033, 
2056, 2057, 2062-63 of The Code, or any amendments thereof.” It 1s 
clear that the Highway Commission established by the act has no larger 
or other power in regard to ordering cartways or tramways to be opened 
than is exercised by the boards having jurisdiction over such matters 
under the general public laws. It is equally clear that the road pro- 
posed to be opened and operated does not come within the definition of 
cartways provided by sections 2055-57 of The Code. This right is con- 
ferred only on persons “settled upon or cultivating any land.” The 
cartway authorized to be opened, “shall be kept open for the free pas- 
sage of all persons on foot or horseback, carts and wagons.” Section 
2057 provides that persons over whose lands cartways have been opened, 
“may erect gates or bars across the same.” The section was amended 
by chapter 46, Laws 1887, by Inserting in line one, the words “or shall 
own any steading timber, ” and in lines six and fifteen, between the 

words “cartway” ond “to” the words “tram or railway.” In line 

(287) eighteen striking out the word “way” and inserting the words 

“cartways established under this act.” Section 2057 is amended 

by inserting in line one the words “tram or railways” and by inserting 
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in line six between the words “just” and “and” the words “cartways, tram- . 
ways, or railways for the removal of timber shall continue for a period 
not longer than five:years, and in entering cultivated land shall protect 
the same by sufficient stock guards.” The effect of these amendments is te 
confer upon owners of land upon which there is any standing timber the 
right to have opened tramways or railways, with the exclusive use of 
them, confining to cartways the right of all persons to pass over them. 
The right to maintain such tramways or railways is confined to a period 
of five years, with the duty of erecting stock guards when they pass 
through cultivated land, thus depriving the owner of the land through 
which such tram and railways pass, the right to erect gates or bars 
across them. It appears that the Highway Commission ordered the lay- 
ing out of a private way for a private railway through and over the 
plaintiff’s land, with such curves and grades as are necessary according 
to the survey made in order to reach the lowest gap on top of the moun- 
tain . . . Said right of way, when it extends through woodland, 
or said tract, to be of the width of one hundred and fifty feet, and 
through cultivated fields or cleared land to be of sufficient width for the 
roadbed, trestles and cuts only. 

The construction of section 2056 of The Code, being chan: 508, Laws 
1798, providing for the opening of cartways, hae been frequently before 
this Court; its constitutionality has never been questioned and is not 
involved in this appeal. The validity of similar statutes has been dis- 
cussed and sustained in other jurisdictions upon the ground that al- 
though established and opened upon the petition of private landowners, 
and primarily for their benefit, they are, as provided by our statute, 
open for the free passage of all persons on horse, foot, in wagons 
or carts. This extension of their use impresses upon them a (288) 
public character. In this way the power to invoke the right. of 
eminent domain for the purpose of opening and maintaining them, is 
sustained. It is said, “Roads and streets used by the public with a right 
in all the public to use them, are undoubtedly public, and private prop- 
erty may be appropriated for the purpose of constructing such ways. 
The test is, not simply how many persons do actually use them, but how 
many have a full and unrestricted right, in common, to use them; for if 
the public generally are excluded, the way must be regarded as a private 
one. If the public have the right to use the way at pleasure and on 
equal terms, it is a public one, although in reality it is little used. When 
the way is a private one, the right of eminent domain cannot be success- 
fully invoked . . . The right itself exists only for the public, and 
no private interest, however weighty, can call it into exercise. The 
question, therefore, must always be, not what private interests will be 


igs—139 | 241 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. —_s‘[189 


CozARD v. HArpDWwoop Co. 


promoted, but what 1s the public requirement? The name given the way 
does not determine its character, for if a road be called a private road 
or a neighborhood road, but is in fact, so laid out and maintained as to 
give the public a right to freely use it, upon terms common to all, the 
road, notwithstanding its name, is a public one.” Elliott on Roads (2 
Ed.), section 192. The converse of the proposition is stated in section 
193, that if the road is so laid out as to give only a limited class of per- 
sons the sole right to use it, it is for that reason a private road, without 
régard to the name by which it is known or called. “Tf a class, to the 
exclusion of the citizens generally, acquire a right to use the road, it is 
no more than a private way.” Ibid. Discussing the same question, it © 
is said: “Where the road laid out on the application and paid for and 
kept in repair by a particular individual, who is especially accommodated 

thereby, is, in fact, a public road, and for the use of all who may 
(289) desire to use it, then it is regarded as accomplishing a public pur- 
| pose for which the land may be condemned. But when the road, 
after being laid out, becomes the property of the applicant, from which 
he may lawfully exclude the public, then the use is strictly private and 
the law authorizing the condemnation of property is void.” Lewis Em. 
Dom., 167. Speaking of private cartways over which the public are al- 
lowed to pass, the author says: “The roads here provided for are quase 
public, and have been sustained as a valid exercise of the power of emi- 
nent domain. . . . It has never, we think, been decided in any ease 
that private property could be condemned for a private road for the ex- 
clusive use of the applicant, and we know of no principle upon which 
such a proceeding can be justified.” Jbid. A statute similar to section 
2057, as amended by chapter 46, Laws 1887, was enacted by the Legis- 
lature of Pennsylvania for the benefit of owners of land upon which 
there were deposits of anthracite coal. In Waddell’s Appeal, 84 Pa. St., 
90, the validity of the act was discussed and denied because the way au- 
thorized to be opened was not for the use of the public. The Supreme | 
Court of Indiana in Wild v. Deig, 43 Ind., 455, said: “Concede that the 
public exigency requires that a way should be opened to every man’s 
farm, and that the State may and should provide for the establishment 
of a public road or highway to enable every citizen to discharge his 
duties and travel to and from his farm; it does not follow that such ways 
should be private and owned by the party applying for them. If it 
would be of public utility to establish the road, then it should be a high- 
way. If not, then the right of eminent domain cannot be exercised to 
establish it. It is not the amount of travel, the extent of the use of a 
highway by the public, that distinguishes it from a private way or road. 
It is the right to so use or travel upon it—not its exercise.” In a well 
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considered opinion delivered by Dillon, C. J. (Bankhead v. Brown, 25 
Towa, 540), it 1s said: “Could not the plaintiffs in this case, after 
having procured the road in question, abandon it at their pleas- (290) 
ure? Could they not relinquish it to the defendants without con- 
sulting the board of supervisors? If this is so, does it not incontestably 
establish that it is essentially private? For it must be private if it is 
of such a nature that the plaintiffs can at their pleasure use or forbid 
its use, abandon or refuse to abandon it, relinquish or refuse to relin- 
quish it.” | | 

The defendants’ counsel, in an able and interesting argument before 
us, conceding the general principal governing the right to take private 
property, or impose burdens thereon, insist that by reason of the pecu- 
har conditions developed by the affidavits in the record, the use for 
which the plaintiff’s land is sought to be subjected to the easement, is 
public in its character. They call to our attention the large and valu- 
able timber standing upon the mountains of Western North Carolina, 
the removal and marketing of which brings wealth into the State, opens 
the land to cultivation and homes for the people now there and who are 
coming into that section of the State. They say that while the logs 
may be hauled over the mountain roads, but at very large expense, the 
portions of the trees, limbs, tops, ete., unfit for lumber, which are now 
wasted, may be made useful and valuable for many purposes, and that 
it is their purpose to establish tanneries and factories for utilizing these 
products, etc. That by these means the revenues of the State will be in- 
creased, the development of the natural resources encouraged, immigra- 
tion brought into that section, and many other benefits accrue to the 
public. These views, with the facts upon which they were based, were 
presented with much force by counsel. They have received, as they were 
entitled to, most careful consideration. They have been made in other 
cases in other courts. They invite courts to find in the term “public 
use” a broader and larger meaning. Their persuading and almost com- 
pelling force may be seen in the legislation of the States and the _ 
decisions of the courts. While they have, in some cases, stimu- (291) 
lated material growth and development, it is manifest that valu- 
able private property rights and stores of natural wealth and resources 
for feeding, clothing and making comfortable the rapidly increasing 
population have been sacrificed to them. That great and dangerous mo- 
nopolies have been fostered by the liberal construction put upon the term 
“public use.” It has sometimes happened that a stubborn and possibly 
sentimental owner of land has stood in the way of the development of the 
country and of the impatient, strenuous promoter and industrial pio- 
neer. It may be that his rights have not received either in the Legisla- 
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ture or the courts the consideration to which they were entitled. It is 
conceded that courts and authors have found much difficulty in defin- 
ing the term. It does not concern us to attempt to do so to any other 
or further extent than is necessary to a decision of this appeal. Mr. 
_ Lewis, after an interesting discussion of the subject, says: “Perhaps 
no better example of a public use can be given than that of the ordinary 
highway, when the easement or right of way vests in the public for the 
common and equal use of all.” Section 166. The terms upon which 
the public may use the highway are of course subject to legislative regu- 
lation, as on railroads or steamboats, by paying the prescribed fare, go- 
ing upon and leaving at regular stations, and conforming to those rea- 
sonable regulations made by the corporation or other agency for the pro- 
tection of the public; and on the ordinary country highways, by’ con- 
forming to those statutes or immemorial customs which have become | 
the “law of the road,” etc. In &. BR. v. Iron Works, 2 L. R. A., 680 
(West Va.), the term “public use” as applied to the right of a railroad 
company to condemn private property for the purpose of constructing 
a lateral road to reach a particular customer, is discussed and the authori- 
ties reviewed, Johnson, J., concluding his opinion: “As far as the pub- 
lic is concerned, when what they need is for ‘public use,’ they 

(292) have a right to invoke the exercise of eminent domain; but in 80 
far as that which concerns them as to their private interests, their 

profits and gains is concerned, they stand as individuals or as merely 
private corporations in which the public has no concern, and for such 
private purposes cannot call into exercise the power of eminent domain.” 
In replying to the argument of counsel that by such holding a deadly 
blow was aimed at the industries of the State, the learned judge said: 
“Tt seems to us if railroad corporations were permitted ad libitum to do 
what this defendant in error asks to be done, no deadlier blow could 
be dealt at the private rights of the citizens.” “The true criterion by 
which to judge of the character of the use is whether the public may en- 


joy it by right or only permission, and not to whom the tax or toll for . | 


supporting them is paid.” Note, 2 L. R. A., 682; 15 Cye., 583; Board 
of Health v. Van Hoesen, 87 Mich., 583; 14 L. R. A., 114. 

The question presented by this appeal and the argument to sustain 
the right was discussed in Healy Lumber Co. v. Morris, 68 L. R. A.,, 
820 (Wash.). A statute similar to ours, as amended, was enacted, en- 
abling owners of timbered lands to condemn a right of way for tram- 
roads and railroads for the purpose of transporting timber to market. 
The exact question before us was presented, Dunbar, J., saying: “This 
case presents the important question, deserving the most serious consid- 
eration, involving as it does the respective interests of private rights and 
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of property of the State sought to be protected and fostered through the 
exercise of the high prerogative of sovereignty; the former being guaran- 
teed by the fundamental law, and the latter being the subject of univer-_ 
sal interest and concern. Eminent domain is the right or power of a 
sovereign State to appropriate private property . . . The learned 
attorney for appellant has favored the Court with an exhaustive and 
earnest argument in his brief, and a painstaking showing is made 

of the magnitude of the lumbering business and interests of this (293) 
State, and the effect that it presumably has upon the general 
prosperity of the Commonwealth; and we are urged to announce a broad 
and statesmanlike principle in determining this question, and one which 
would further business prosperity of the State, rather than one which 
would hamper and retard it. But the Court cannot invade the province 
of the law-making power of government and intrude into its decrees 
its opinion on questions of public policy. Its duty is to strictly recog- 
nize its legal limitations, and confine itself to the narrower duties of in- 
terpretation and construction.” To the argument that a liberal construc- 
tion should be given to term “public use,” because in the section of the 
State in which the proposed road is to be built the removal of the stand- 
ing timber is promotive of the improvement of that section, the answer 
is that “The Constitution is the fundamental law. Its enactments, 
whether they constitute grants or limitations, are presumed to be stable 
and uniform and to constitute a check on the more mutable sentiment 
and actions of members of different Legislatures. And it seems to us that 
the result of such construction would be a virtual removal of any con- 
stitutional inhibition on legislative power in this respect.” Jbzd. There 
is a distinction between public policy or public welfare and public use. 
“Tt might ‘be of unquestionable public policy and for the best interest 
of the State to allow condemnation of lands in every instance where it 
would result in aiding prosperous business enterprises which would give 
employment to labor, stimulate trade and increase property values and 
thereby increase the revenues of the State, even if the enterprises were 
purely private, for such is the relation, under our form of government, 
between public and private prosperity, that one cannot be enjoyed to 
any appreciable extent without favorably influencing the other. But 
it is evident that this was not the kind of public use that was within 
the minds of the framers of the Constitution, and it seems to us 

that the logic of those courts which have sustained appellant’s (294) 
contention, is justified solely on the grounds of public policy.” 

Ibid. The question is exhaustively discussed in Bloodworth v. RB. R., 
18 Wend., 9; 31 Am. Dec., 311 in which it is said: “When we depart. 
from the natural import of the term ‘public use’ and substitute for the 
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simple idea of a public possession and occupation that of public utility, 
public interest, common benefit, general advantage or convenience, or that 
still more indefinite term, public improvement, is there any limitation 
which can be set to the exertion of legislative will in the appropriation 
of private property? The moment the mode of its use is disregarded and 
we permit ourselves to be governed by speculations upon the benefits 
which may result to localities from the use which a man or set of men 
propose to make of the property of another, we are afloat without any 
certain principle to guide.” Judge Cooley says: “It seems not to be al- 
lowable, therefore, to authorize private roads to be laid out across the 
lands of unwilling parties by an exercise of this right. The easement 
in such case would be the property of him for whom it was established.” 
Const. Lim., 652. To the suggestion that only an easement for the 
period of five years is imposed upon plaintiff’s land and that such period 
is a reasonable time to remove the timber, we quote the same eminent 
authority: “And although the owner would not be deprived of the fee 
in the land, the beneficial use and exclusive enjoyment of his property 
would in greater or less degree be interfered with. Nor would it be ma- 
terial to inquire what quantum of interest would pass from him; it would 
be sufficient that some interest, the appropriation of which detracted 
from his right and authority and interfered with his exclusive posses- 
sion as owner, had been taken against his will; and if taken for a purely 
private purpose, it would be unlawful.” Jbid. Again he says: “The 

public use implies a possession, occupation of the land by the pub- 
(295) lic at large or by public agencies.” Ibid. 

Without pursuing the subject further, we entertain no doubt 
that the amendment made to section 2056-2057 of The Code, by chapter 
46, Laws 1887, in so far as it authorizes owners of timber lends to con- 
demn a right of way for tramways or railways over the lands of other 
owners for the exclusive use of the owners of the timber, is unconstitu- 
tional and invalid. This conclusion does not affect the right of con- 
demnation of a cartway as provided by the statute over which all per- 
sons may pass, etc. We see no objection to the extension of this privi- | 
lege to owners of timber lands under the same limitations and condi- 
tions as persons settled upon or cultivating lands. It is manifest that 
the defendants are not seeking this restricted right. They say that it is 
their purpose to construct the railway for their exclusive use. This 
concession deprives them of the benefits of the statute, eliminating the 
amendment of 1887. Counsel call to our attention the decisions of this 
court sustaining the drainage acts. Without discussing these acts, it is 
sufficient to say that they expressly confer upon all persons having lands 
adjoining or capable of drainage through the drains or canals author- 
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ized to be opened, the right to avail themselves of these benefits. This 
distinguishes those statutes from the one under discussion. It is also 
contended that it is peculiarly the province of the Legislature to say what 
is a public use, and that its decision may not be reviewed by the courts. — 
While it must be conceded that expressions are to be found in decided 
cases, several of which are cited by counsel, and in some text books 
which seem to sustain this contention, it will be found that they are 
subject to the limitation that the question is primarily one for the Legis- 
lature, but its decision is not conclusive, otherwise the Legislature could 
nullify the principle protecting private property. The correct view 1s 
stated by Judge Cooley: ‘The question, what is a public use, is always 
one of law. Deference will be paid to the legislative judgment 
as expressed in enactments providing for the appropriation of (296) 
property, but it will not be conclusive.” Const. Lim., 660. &. R.. 7 
v. Iron Works, supra. “The question, whether a particular use is public 
or not, is ultimately a question for the courts. This is necessarily true 
in view of the constitutional provisions of the different States that pri- 
vate property can be taken only for a public use, since the interpretation 
of constitutional provisions 1s within the province of the judiciary.” 10 
A. & E. (2 Ed.), 1066; Call v. Wilkesboro, 115 N. C., 337, in which 
Shepherd, C. J., says: “Whether a particular use is public or not, 
within the meaning of the Constitution, is a question for the judi- 
ciary.” Citing Lewis on Em. Dom., 185; Mills on Em. Dom., 10-11.. 
The distinction is this—whether a use is public is for the ultimate deci- 
sion of the courts. If the use is public, the expediency or necessity for 
establishing it is exclusively for the Legislature. In the discussion of the 
questions presented, we have assumed that the provisions limiting the 
power of the Legislature to take private property, were constitutional. As 
is well known to the profession, no such provision is found in our State 
Constitution, but since the opinion of Ruffin, C. J., in R. RK. v. Davis, 
19 N. C., 451, the principle has been treated as fundamental and as ex- 
isting with the same universal application as 1f imbedded in the Consti- 
tution. Rodman, J.,in Johnston v. Rankin, 70 N. C., 555, says: “The 
principle is so grounded in natural equity that it has never been denied 
to be a part of the law of North Carolina.” &. R. v. Platt Land, 133 
N. C., 266. While, as found by his Honor, it 1s reasonable and even 
necessary to the successful operation of defendant’s enterprise that they 
carry their timber and timber products over plaintifi’s land to reach 
the markets, and while there may be no injustice to him in permitting 
them to do so, and while his opposition may be either sentimetital or 
selfish, yet the courts may not violate or weaken a fundamental prin- 
ciple upon the strict observance and enforcement of which the se 
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(297) curity of all private property, so necessary to the safety of the 
citizen, is dependent. The guaranties upon which the security 
of private property is dependent are closely allied, and always associated 
with those securing life and liberty. Where one is invaded, the oe 
of the others is weakened. 
The judgment of His Honor, panenae the injunction must be 
Affirmed. 


. Cited: Cook v. Vickers, 141 N. O., 108; Jeffress v. Greenville, 154 
N. C., 498; Lumber Co. v. Cedar Works, 158 N. C., 169. 





WALLACE vy. McPHERSON. 
(Filed 17 October, 1905.). 


Action for Penalty—Abatement by Death—Surety. 


Under section 188 of The Code, an action for a penalty, against a register of 
deeds and the surety on his official bond, abates by the death of the officer. 


Action of State ex rel. J. M. Wallace against J. A. McPherson and 
The American Bonding Co., heard by Ferguson, J., at May Term, 1905, 
of CUMBERLAND. | 

This was an action against a register of deeds and the bonding com- 
pany as surety, for penalty incurred for issuing a marriage license in 
violation of secs. 1814-16 of The Code. Subsequent to the institution 
of the action, the defendant McPherson died. At the next succeeding 
term, his death being suggested, the court adjudged that the action abate. 
Plaintiff excepted and appealed. | | 


T. H. Sutton for plainteff. 
Rose & Rose for defendant. 


(298) Connor, J. The only question presented by this appeal is 
| whether, by virtue of section 188 of The Code, the action being 

for a penalty, abates. The language of the section is plain. “No action 
shall abate by the death, marriage or other disability of a party, or by 
transfer of any interest therein, if the cause of action continue or sur- 
vive. In case of death, except in suits for penalties, and for damages 
merely vindictive . . . the court, on motion, at any time within 
one year . . . may allow the action to be continued by or against 
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his representative,” etc. If this section stood alone, there would be no 
question in respect to its construction. The court has no power in 
actions for penalties to make the personal representative of a deceased 
defendant a party, and in this condition of the record the action must 
abate. Such was the rule under common law procedure and Revised 
Code, chapter 1, section 1, which prevailed prior to the adoption of The 
Code. Mason v. Ballew, 35 N. C., 483; Fite v. Lander, 52 N.C., 247, 

The plaintiff insists that by virtue of sections 1490-91, the right of 
action survives and that notwithstanding the language of section 188, 
the court should have made the administrator a party defendant. There 
does appear to be some conflict in the two sections. However this may 
_ be, the language of section 188 is conclusive upon the power of the court 
to make the personal representative a party. Whatever may be the right 
of the plaintiff to bring a new action under the provisions of sections 
1490-91, the present action must abate by the express language of sec- 
tion 188, This disposes of the right to prosecute this action against the 
surety. Fite v. Lander, supra. The judgment must be 

Affirmed. 





(299) 
HIGGS v. SPERRY. 


(Filed 17 October, 1905.) 


Motion to Dismiss—Duty of Court—Foreign Corporations, Service of 
Process Upon—Traveling Auditor—Local Agent. 


1. Upon a motion to dismiss an action for want of service, the complaint is not 
properly before the Court. . & 

2. Upon a motion to dismiss an action for want of service, the judge should 

’ find the facts and not simply find that all of the facts set out in the sev- 

eral affidavits are true. . 

8. Under section 217 of The Code, a traveling auditor of a foreign corporation, 
which had ceased to do business in the State, is not an officer upon whom 
process can be served. 


4. A traveling auditor of a foreign corporation, who presented an account to 
the plaintiff and requested payment to himself, but received no money and 
presented the account without authority, is not a “local agent” (under 
section 217 of The Code) for the purpose of service of summons. 


Aotton by Sherwood Higgs & Co., against Sperry & Hutchinson Co., 
heard by Moore, J., at April Term, 1905, of Waxxz. 
In this action summons was issued 21 March, 1905, and returned with 
the following endorsement thereon: “Received 22 March, 1905. Served 
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92 March, 1905, by leaving a copy with E. E. Anthony, auditor of 
Sperry & Hutchinson Co.,” signed by the sheriff of Guilford County. At 
the April Term, 1905, of the court, the plaintiffs filed their complaint. 
At the same term, counsel for defendant entered a special appearance 
and moved, (1) To set aside the service of summons on E. E. Anthony. 
(2) To dismiss the action for want of service. The motion was made 
and heard upon the summons and return thereon and affidavits. Thomas 

E. Sperry made an affidavit in which he stated that he was presi- 
(300) dent of the defendant corporation organized and existing under 

the laws of the State of New Jersey, having its principal office 
in New York City. That prior to 20 February, 1905, the company had 
sold and closed out all of its business in North Carolina, and had not, | 
since that day, carried on any business therein. That prior to said day 
said company discharged all of its employees in said State and closed 
up its business with the exception of the sum of $175, due to said com- 
pany from plaintiff. That on 22 March, 1905, said Anthony was tran- 
siently in the State of North Carolina. That prior to said day said 
Anthony had been engaged in inspecting, adjusting and closing the ac- 
‘counts and books of said company in said State, and prior to said date 
he had completed said work and reported the conclusion thereof to said 
company and been ordered to proceed to Baltimore to make an inspection 
of the books of said company at that point. That said Anthony is one 
of the traveling auditors of said company and his only duties are to in- 
spect and report to the home office the condition of the books, etc., in the 
various towns in which said company does business. That it is no part 
of said Anthony’s general duty to collect moneys or to enter into con- 
tracts on behalf of said company. E. E. Anthony filed an affidavit sub- 
stantially of the same import as that of Sperry. He admitted sending 
a bill to the plaintiffs containing a statement of their account, asking a 
remittance of the amount due thereon to him at Greensboro, but denied 
that he had any authority to collect the same. Plaintiff, Sherwood 
Higgs, filed an affidavit setting forth the receipt of the bill of defend- 
ant company on 19 March, 1905, with the request that the amount 
thereof be remitted to said Anthony at Greensboro. That some communi- 
cation was had with said Anthony over the phone, ete. The complaint 
was also offered as an-affidavit. His Honor, upon the hearing, found 
that the facts set forth in the affidavits of Sperry, Anthony and Higgs. 

were true. He did not consider the complaint. The motion’was 
(301) granted and plaintiffs duly excepted and appealed. 


Robert C. Strong and C. B. Denson for plaintiffs. 
Shepherd & Shepherd and W. H. Pace for defendant. 
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Connor, J., after stating the facts: In this Court plaintiffs’ counsel 
insisted that his Honor should have considered the complaint upon the 
motion. While we do not think that the complaint upon the motion to 
dismiss for want of service, is properly before the court, we have exam- 
ined it and find nothing affecting the merit of the motion to dismiss. It 
is also insisted that the affidavits of Sperry and Anthony are conflicting. 
It will be noted that his Honor does not find the facts upon which his 
judgment dismissing the action is based—he simply finds that all of the 
facts set out in the several affidavits are true. We are of the opinion 
that he should have found the facts, which would have been conclusive. 
If we discovered any substantial contradition between the several aff- 
davits, it would be our duty to remand the case to the Superior Court 
for the purpose of finding the facts so that upon appeal we would simply 
pass upon the question of law presented. While the criticism of plain- 
tiffs’ counsel is ingenious we do not think that in so far as the two vital 
questions—whether the defendant was on 22 March, 1905, doing busi- 
ness in this State or whether Anthony was such an officer or agent of 
the corporation as contemplated by the statute for the service of sum- 
mons—are concerned, there is any substantial variance. The criticism 
that they are not worthy of credit or disingenuous, is not open to us. 
The Statute, Code, 217, provides that service of summons may be made 
upon a corporation by delivering a copy thereof to the president or other 
head of the corporation, secretary, cashier, treasurer or director, man- 
aging or local agent thereof: Provided, that any person recelv- 
ing or collecting moneys within this State for or on behalf of any (302) 
corporation of this or any other state or government shall be 
deemed a local agent for the purpose of service of summons. In re- 
spect to a foreign corporation, service can be made only when it has 
property within this State or the cause of action arose therein, or when 
the plaintiff resides in this State or when such service can be made within 
the State personally upon the president, treasurer or secretary thereof. 
As the defendant company, a foreign corporation, had ceased to do any 
business in this State on 22 March, 1905, it would seem clear that service 
would be made only upon the officers named in the statute. We do not 
think a traveling auditor, such as Anthony was found to be, is such an 
officer. If he was to be considered as a local agent he expressly denies 
that he received, or was authorized to collect or receive money for the 
corporation and his Honor has found this to be true. It is said that if 
the service be upon any person connected with the corporation who would 
probably apprise the managing officers of such service, it is suflicient. 
This suggestion would appeal to the Legislature in providing for service 
on corporations, but can not justify us in straining the language of the 
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statute beyond its natural and proper meaning. It is sometimes diffi- 
cult to define the terms “managing or local agent” as applied to corpora- 
tions, but in this case it is not claimed that Anthony was a managing 
agent, and the finding of the judge excludes the idea that he received or 
collected money. It is true that he presented an account to the plain- 
tiffs and requested payment to himself, but he received no money and 
says that he presented the account without authority, and his Honor 
so finds. Clinard v. White, 129 N. C., 250, is clearly distinguishable 
_ from this case. The person upon whom the service was made was clearly 
a “managing agent.” In Moore v. Bank, 92 N. C., 590, the court simply 
held that an attorney of a foreign corporation was not an agent upon 
whom process could be served. Jester v. Packet Co., 181 N. C., 54 held 
that when the president of such corporation was in the State, 
(808) service could be made upon him. See Womack’s Pr. Corp. 656. 
The conclusion which we have reached is in harmony with the 
decisions in New York, where the statute is substantially as ours, as 
shown by the cases cited in the brief. 
The judgment must be 
Affirmed. 


Cited: Whitehurst v. Kerr, 153 N. C., 79; Menefee v. Cotton Mulls, 
161 N. C., 166. | 





PEGRAM v. RAILROAD. 
(Filed 17 October, 1905.) 


Hearsay Evidence—Convicting Instructions—N egligence — Employee 
Rescuing Property of Employer—Obvious Danger—Duty of Em- 
ployee—Recklessness. 


1. A, who had testified about a matter, cannot be corroborated by what B 
heard another witness say in A’s presence about the matter. It is hear- 
say and incompetent. 


2. Where two instructions are conflicting, they must necessarily have confused | 
the jury, and as it is impossible to tell upon which one the jury acted, the 
appellant has just reason to complain. - 

8. When the employer’s property is set on fire by the Scenes of another, 
the employee may attempt to rescue it, but not in the presence of obvious 
danger, and if he exposes himself rashly to obvious danger solely to rescue 
property, he cannot recover if he is injured in his attempt. 

4. Proof that the intestate had escaped from a burning building would absolve 
the defendant from liability for his death, unless the plaintiff replies by 
showing that his intestate re-entered the burning building for the pur- 
pose of saving his employer’s property and that at the time he did so a 
reasonably prudent person might well have done the same thing. 
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5. An instruction that imposed only one limitation upon the right of an em- 
ployee to recover his employer’s property endangered by fire, viz.< he must 
not act “recklessly,” is erroneous. 


- Acrion by B. W. Pegram, administrator of John M. Wilson, (304) 
against Seaboard Air Line Railway, heard by Moore, J., and a 
jury, at April Term, 1905, of Waxr. From a judgment for plaintiff, 
the defendant appealed. | 


Argo & Shaffer for plainteff. 
T. B. Womack and Murray.Allen for defendant. 


Brown, J. The plaintiff contends that defendant, by means of its 
engine, negligently set fire to a cotton compress and warehouse at Ham- 
let, N. C., from which it communicated to the interior of the compress 
building, and while endeavoring to extinguish the flames the plaintiff’s 
intestate was burned to death, and that defendant is liable therefor. It is 
further contended that Wilson, the intestate, was an employee of Chas. E. 
Johnson & Co., lessees of the compress and warehouse, at the time and was 
endeavoring to save the property of his employer from destruction. ‘There 
was evidence tending to prove that when the alarm of fire was given, 
Wilson escaped from the building and went out on the platform, but 
voluntarily went back into the burning building where he was caught 
and burned to death. Plaintiff contends he went back for the purpose 
of saving his employer’s property and that it was in the line of duty that 
he met his death. The court submitted these issues: 

1. Was the injury and death of the intestate caused by the negligence 
of the defendant as alleged in the complaint? 

2. Did the intestate by his own negligence contribute to his death ? 

3. What damage is plaintiff entitled to recover? 

The jury answered the first issue “yes,” the second issue “no,” and 
assessed the damages. 

1, The witness, Gibson, had testified that the fire originated in ‘the 
bagging on the platform. or the purpose of corroborating Gib- 
son, a witness, Breeden, was permitted to testify that Gibson had (305) 
repeatedly told him the same thing. On one occasion he testified 
that one Taylor was present. The witness was asked what Taylor said 
when Gibson made the statement. The defendant objected, the evidence 
was admitted and defendant excepted. Witness then testified that Taylor 
said, “That is right, I saw it when it first blazed up outside.” This evi- 
dence was not admitted to contradict Taylor, but only to corroborate 
Gibson. The court so stated. Taylor had been a witness and was asked 
nothing about it. The defendant excepted, and we are of opinion that 
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the exception is well taken. Gibson cannot be corroborated by what the 
witness Breeden heard another witness, Taylor, say. Taylor had not 
been examined on this subject, and the evidence was not offered to contra- 
dict Taylor. His unsworn declaration, therefore, delivered by the mouth 
of another, is not competent for the purpose of corroborating Gibson. 
It is hearsay. Merrell v. Whitmire, 110 N. C., 367. It is simply the 
unsworn declaration of Taylor as to a past event and was incompetent. 
Egerton v. R. R., 115 N. C., 645. 

2. His Honor gave the following instructions, among others, to the | 
jury: 16. That if the jury shall find from the evidence that Wilson, 
being in a place of safety, left it and entered the burning building and 
attempted to extinguish the fire, at the time and in the manner in which 
an ordinarily prudent person would not have done so, they will answer 
the second issue “yes.” 22. The only limitation of the rule that an em- 
ployee or servant or other person may incur risk to save property is that | 
one must not recklessly expose himself to danger. Where he does not 
‘recklessly expose himself, because of the duty he owes his employer to at- 
tempt to save his property, his act is relieved of the character of legal 
cause, and the liability is remitted to the negligence of the defendant. 

These two instructions are conflicting and must necessarily have con- 

fused the jury. As it is impossible to tell upon which one the 
(306) jury acted, the defendant has just reason to complain. It is very 

generally held by the courts of this country that where one is ex- 
posed to peril by the negligence of another, the latter is hable in damages 
for injuries received by a third person in a reasonable effort to rescue 
the person imperiled. Considerable divergence, however, exists between 
the courts as to how far this rule will be extended in an effort to save. 
property endangered by the negligence of another. This question has 
provoked much judicial discussion. Some jurisdictions deny the right 
to recover at all, while others have extended the rule so as to give the 
party injured redress where his effort to save property has been such as 
a reasonably prudent man would have made under similar circumstances. 
No one, however, should be permitted to recover for injury sustained in 
attempting to recover mere property in the face of obvious danger such 
as no reasonably prudent man would under the circumstances incur. 1 
Shearman and Redfield, pars. 85, 87; Berg v. R. R., 70 Min., 272; Inning 
v. R. R., 81 Towa, 246; R. R. v. Roberts, 44 Tll., 179. Mr. Watson, in 
his work on damages for personal injuries, discusses this subject very 
fully and clearly, and sums up his views in the following language: 
“The doctrine that a party may recover for personal injuries sustained 
in a prudent and reasonable endeavor to save or protect his own or 
another’s property threatened with injury by the defendant’s negligence, 
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has the support of several well- considered cases, and properly limited, 
commends itself to the writer’s view.” 

We are willing to hold with many able jurisdictions that when the 
employer’s property is set on fire by the negligence of another, the em- 
ployee may attempt to rescue 1t, but not in the presence of ay aiolie dan- 
ger. If the employee exposes himself rashly to obvious danger solely to 
rescue property, he cannot recover if he is injured in his attempt. 
Power Co. v. Hodges, 60 L. R. A., 459. It is contended here that the 
intestate had reached a place of safety; that he had escaped from the 
building and from all danger and that his return to the burning 
building was voluntary and unnecessary on his part. If those (807) 
facts be true, then the plaintiff cannot recover unless he can 
show that in voluntarily returning into the burning building from which 
he had safely escaped, his intestate acted with such care and caution as 
a reasonably prudent man would have exercised under such circum- 
stances. The burden of proof is upon the plaintiff not only to show 
negligence upon the part of defendant, but that the death of his intes- 
tate was proximately caused by such negligence. If it be proven that 
the intestate had escaped from the burning building and had reached a 
place of safety, the defendant is absolved from lability for his death, 
unless the plaintiff replies by showing that intestate reéntered the 
burning building for the purpose of saving his employer’s property and 
that at the time he did so a reasonably prudent person ane well have 
done the same thing. 

In his instruction No. 22, the court below imposed only one limita- 
tion upon the right of an Sriplovee to recover his employer’s property 
endangered by fire, viz.: he must not act recklessly. Reckless is defined to 
be “desperately heedless.” Century Dictionary. To be reckless is to be 
regardless of consequences. It 1s more than carelessness. It implies 
wilfulness. Any conduct that falls short of recklessness would there- 
fore, in his Honor’s opinion, not bar a recovery. We cannot concur in 
that view. The instruction was erroneous. Had human life been im- 
periled it is more than doubtful if the instruction would have been 
warranted in favorem vitae, but certainly not in the case of mere prop- 
erty. Power Co. v. Hodges, supra; Plummer v. Kansas City, 48 Mo. 
App., 484; R. R. v. Adams, 26 Ind., 76. There is nothing in Burnett v. 
fh. R., 139 N. C., 261, relied on by plaintiff, which at all conflicts with 
the views herein pnaeed. As the case goes back for a new trial, it is 
unnecessary to discuss the other exceptions. 

Error. 


Cited: McKay v. R. R., 160 N. C., 262. 
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(308) | 
HUDSON v. HODGE. 


(Filed 17 October, 1905.) 


Action Before Justice of Peace—Title to Real Estate in Controversy. 


In an action for rent begun before a justice of the peace where the defendant 
denied plaintiff’s title and lease, the justice properly dismissed the action. 


Action by W. L. Hudson against Isham Hodge, heard by Ferguson, J., 
and a jury at March Term, 1905, of Cumpzrianp, upon appeal from a 
justice of the peace. From a jiderient for the plaintiff, the defendant 
appealed. 


No counsel for plaintiff. 
N.A. Sinclaw for defendant. 


Per Curiam. Action for rent begun before a justice of the peace. The 
defendant denied plaintiff’s title and lease, and the justice properly dis- 
missed the action. The Code, sections 836, 887; Hahn v. Guilford, 87 
N. C., 172. The judge below should have taken the same course. The 
litigation over the title and tenancy were before us at this term, Hodge 
v. Hudson, post, 358. 

Action dismissed. 





(309) 
GREEN v. INSURANCE CO. 


(Filed 17 October, 1905. ) 


Nonresidents—Statute of Limitations—Insurance Companres—Can- 
cellation of Policy—Nonsuit—EHvidence. 


1. Under section 162 of The Code, the statute of limitations does not run in 
favor of a nonresident, whether it is an individual or a corporation. 


2. The statute, which authorizes service of summons against nonresident in- 
surance companies upon the Commissioner of Insurance, does not abro- 
gate or affect the suspension of the running of the statute in such cases. 


3. In an action for the wrongful cancellation of an assessment policy, where 
the plaintiff, becoming alarmed at the defendant’s ceasing to write assess- 
ment policies and the increasing annual assessments, ceased to pay, and the 
defendant canceled his policy, a judgment of nonsuit was proper where 
the plaintiff failed to show that his assessments were increased by reason 
of the defendant’s ceasing to write assessment insurance, or that he was 
discriminated against, and there was nothing in the charter or the policy 
requiring the defendant to continue writing assessment insurance. 
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4. Where the plaintiff voluntarily ceased payment and abandoned his policy, 
he cannot ask damages for its cancellation. 


5. In an action for the wrongful cancellation of a policy, the motive or the | 
method of reasoning by which the plaintiff arrived at the conclusion to 
abandon his policy, was irrelevant. 


6. In an action for the wrongful cancellation of a policy, a question whether 
the plaintiff subsequently took out other insurance in lieu of that which 
he had abandoned, was properly excluded. 


Action by T. A. Green against the Hartford Life Insurance Co., 
heard by Allen, J., and a jury, at February Term, 1905, of Craven. 
From a judgment of nonsuit, the plaintiff appealed. 


A. D, Ward, M. DeW. Stevenson, and C. L. Abernathy for (310) 
plaenteff. 
John W. Hinsdale and W. W. Clark for defen 


Crark, C. J. This is an action for the wrongful cancellation of a 
policy issued to the plaintiff in 1882 by the defendant upon the assess- 
ment plan. The defendant was incorporated in the State of Connecti- 
cut and its charter is set out in the complaint. It appears therefrom 
that the defendant was authorized to issue legal reserve insurance poli- 
cies as well as accident and assessment insurance, and it was provided 
therein that the charter might be repealed or amended at the will of the 
Legislature. In 1899, the defendant ceased writing assessment poli- 
cies altogether and restricted itself entirely to old line or legal reserve 
insurance, leaving the assessment members in a class to pet but 
not sub- ie them, as in Strauss v. Insurance Co., 126 N. C., 971. 
The plaintiff became alarmed at the defendant ceasing to write pelicies 
on the assessment plan and the increasing annual assessments, and in 
1901 he ceased to pay his assessments, whereupon the defendant de- 
clared his policy forfeited. 

The defendant’s plea of the statute of lmitations—that more than 
three years had elapsed between the time his policy was declared for- 
feited and the bringing of this action—cannot avail. The statute of 
limitations does not run in favor of a non-resident, whether it is an 1n- 
dividual or a corporation. Code, section 162; Alpha Mulls v. Hngine 
Co., 116 N. C., 804; Grist v. Williams, 111 N. C., 538. What is said 
at the conclusion of the opinion in Williams v. B & L, Asso., 131 N. C.,, 
at page 270, is in no wise an intimation that chapter 5, Laws 1901, or 
chapter 54, section 62 (3), Laws 1899, which authorizes service of 
summons against non-resident insurance companies upon the Com- 
missioner of Insurance, in any way abrogates or effects the suspen- 
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sion of the running of the statute in such cases. It merely holds that 

by reason of those statutes, summons can hereafter be so readily 
(311) and promptly served that no question as to the bar from the 

lapse of time is likely to arise, not that it will be a bar, if pre- 
sented. That service can thus be had upon a non-resident corporation 
may be a reason why the General Assembly should amend section 162 
of The Code, so as to set the statute running in such cases, but it has 
not done so and the-courts can not. | 

‘But we agree with his Honor below in his granting the judgment of 
nonsuit. The plaintiff failed to show that his assessments were in- 
creased by reason of the defendant’s ceasing to write assessment in- 
surance or that he was in any wise injured thereby. The charter of 
the defendant authorized it to issue the different kinds of policy and 
there is nothing in the charter or in the plaintifi’s policy which re- 
quired the defendant to continue writing assessment insurance, after 
the company should think it advisable to discontinue that kind of in- 
surance. The annual premiums in assessment companies necessarily 
grow larger with the age of the assured and the reluctance of young 
men to come in to prevent by their premiums the increase of rates, 
which come to an aging and diminishing class. This is the peculiar 
weakness of that particular kind of insurance. The plaintiff had no 
right under its contract or under the defendant’s charter to require it 
to continue to struggle for “new blood,” as it is called, to keep down his 
assessments. His reliance must be upon the “safety fund” created out 
of the excess of premiums, invested for the purpose of making good the 
payment of policies, which, in a dwindling class, would otherwise re- 
quire assessments too heavy to be carried solely by the survivors. 

In Wright v. Ins. Co., 193 U. S., 657, the court sustained the validity 
of a statute which authorized assessment companies to convert them- 
selves into old line or legal reserve companies, but, here, the defendant 
in its original charter had the right to issue either kind of policy, and — 

there was no provision requiring it to continue to issue both. 
(312) In Polk v. Infe Asso., 1387 Fed., 273, a company which had been 

purely assessment, chasiged to old line insurance against the 
protest of a dissatisfied member, the company keeping up, as in this 
case, its separate machinery and system for its assessment members. 
A bill was filed charging insolvency and that the change:4 in its plan of 
insurance was a violation of the insurance company’s contract of in- 
surance. The court dismissed the bill and said that the insured had 
“no vested right in a continuance of a plan of insurance which experi- 
ence might demonstrate would result disastrously to the company and 
its members.” Here all the provisions of the original articles for 
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carrying out the contracts between the assessment members and the 
company are continued unimpaired. The change of business relates 
only to future contracts to be made thereafter. The defendant had the 
charter right to issue both assessment and old line policies, and there is 
nothing in its contracts with assessment members that it shall continue 
to do that kind of business when experience may have satisfied the com- 
pany that it was unsafe. In Strauss v. Ins. Co., supra, the contract 
with the plaintiff provided that “assessments should be made upon the 
entire membership . . .” and the court held that the company 
violated this when it arbitrarily divided its assessment members into 
classes, and arbitrarily increased Strauss’s assessment when it 
continued to assess other members of the same age, in other classes, at 
much lower rates. In this case, there is no evidence that the defendant 
arbitrarily increased the plaintifi’s assessment or discriminated in the 
amount as between him and other assessment members. There was no 
contract that only an assessment business would be done, but the plain- 
tiff knew from the defendant’s charter that it was authorized to issue 
both kinds of policy. 

The plaintiff voluntarily ceased payment and abandoned his policy. 
He cannot now be heard to ask damages for its cancellation. 

Ins. Co. v. Phinney, 178 U.S., 827; Ins. Co. v. Sears, ibid., 345; (318) 
Ryan v. Ins. Co., 96 Fed., 796. 

In every case where damages have been allowed for the cancellation 
of a policy of insurance, it was alleged and proved that the cancellation 
was wrongful. Braswell v. Ins. Co., 75 N. C., 8; Lovick v. Life Asso., 
110 N. C., 93; Burrus v. Ins. Co., 124 N. C., 9; Hollowell v. Ins. Co., 
126 N.C., 398; Strauss v. Life Asso, ibid., 971; Simmons v. life Asso., 
128 N. C., 469. 

The srceotions to evidence are without merit. The plaintiff had 
already stated that he had ceased to pay because he “saw he could not 
keep up,” and when again asked why he had written the company dis- 
continuing his policy, the court correctly held that the witness might 
state any facts connected with the matter. His motive, or the method 
of reasoning by which he arrived at his conclusion to abandon his 
policy, was irrelevant, as was also the other excluded question, whether 
the plaintiff subsequently took out other insurance in lieu of this 
which he had abandoned. The answer, whether it had been “yes” or 
“no,” could have thrown no possible light upon this controversy. | 

No error. | 


Cited: Brockenbrough v. Ins. Co., 145 N. C., 355, 365; Volar v. 
Cedar Works, 152 N. C., 34, 35; S. c., ab., 657. 
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(314) 
SMITH vy. PROCTOR. 


(Filed 17 October, 1905. ) 


Deeds—Indefiniteness of Description—“‘Heirs’—Trust Estates — Rule 
in Shelley’s Case—TLax Title—Color of Title—Adverse Possession. 


1. A deed conveying “a certain portion of land, adjoining the lands formerly 
belonging to B. and others, on both sides of the road leading to N , to 
contain forty acres to be taken from the tract where G. now resides,” is 
void for vagueness and indefiniteness. 


2. Prior to the Act of 1879 (section 1280 of The Code), the word “heirs” was 
generally held necessary to create a fee in deeds conveying the legal title, 
but it was not so in devises nor in equitable estates, where it was gener- 
ally held that an estate of inheritance would pass without the word 
“heirs,” if such was the clear intent of the parties. 





8. Whenever the word “heirs” appears in an instrument as qualifying the in- 
terest of the grantee and indicative of his estate, whether in the premises, 
the habendum or the warranty, same will be transposed and inserted in 
that portion of the deed which will cause the same to operate as a convey- 
ance of a fee simple interest, when such was the purpose of the grantor. 


314. A deed conveying the legal estate, without the word “heirs” will be held 
to convey an estate of inheritance if the same on its face contains con- 
clusive, intrinsic evidence that a fee simple was intended to base and that 
the word ‘heirs’? was omitted by mistake. ‘ 


4. A trustee will take by implication of law a fee in the estate when the duties 
of the trust require it, although the conveyance is in terms of life estate 
or fails to use the word “heirs.” 


5. Where a deed conveyed a tract of land to a trustee and his survivors, in 
trust for H. during his life, and in the event of H. not leaving lawful issue, 
the trustee to convey to the heirs of G., but in case of lawful issue of H., 
then the trustee to make title to heir of H., the entire estate passed, the 
trustee holding for H. during his life and then in trust to convey the land 
to the lawful children of H., and the exigencies of the trust having termi- 
nated on the death of H. leaving children, the statute will execute the 
unnecessary portion of the estate. 


6. Where the words “heir of H.” in the deed is clearly not intended to denote 
the whole line of heirs to take in succession as said heirs from “genera- 
tion to generation,” but is simply only a degisnatio personae, meaning law- 
ful child or children of H. who may be living at his death, the rule in 
Shelley’s case does not apply. 


7. A sale and conveyance by the sheriff under the Revenue Act of 1874-5, of 
the lands of a life tenant for default in payment of taxes on his part, does 
not operate to convey the interest of the remaindermen. 


8 A tax title which conveys only the interest of the life tenant, is not color of 
title against the remaindermen, nor is possession thereunder adverse until 
the death of the life tenant. 
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9. Color of title is a paper-writing which professes and appears to pass the 
title, but fails to do so. 


10. Adverse possession, which will ripen a defective title, must be of a char- 
acter to subject the occupant to action. 


Action by Mattie Lee Smith and others against Nancy Proctor (315) 
and others, heard by W. &. Allen, J., upon an agreed statement of 
facts, at June (Special) Term, 1905, of Nasu. 

The facts pertinent to the questions involved are as follows: In 
1867 Isaac Sessums, being seized and possessed of an undivided tract of 
land in Nash County, containing 150 acres, undertook to convey same 
to B. H. Sorsby, Sr., trustee, by two deeds, for the purposes therein set 
forth; the first deed in the portion material to the controversy being as 
follows: “This indenture, made and entered into this 2 July, 1867, 
between Isaac Sessums, of the county of Nash, and State of North 
Carolina, of one part, ae B. H. Sorsby, Sr., trustee, and his survivors, 
of the second part: Witnesseth, that for and in consideration of the 
sum of one dollar to me in Hand paid by the said trustee, the receipt 
whereof is hereby fully acknowledged, have bargained, sold and con- 
veyed to the said trustee and his survivors a certain portion of land 
lying and being in the county of Nash, adjoining the lands formerly 
belonging to Elias Barrett and others, on both sides of the road 
leading to Nashville, to contain forty acres to be taken from the (316) 
tract where Thursby Griffin now resides, for the following pur- 
poses, to wit: That said trustee and his survivors are required to hold 
in trust for the benefit of Nancy Hunt, during the term of her natural 
life, and after the death of said Natioy, to convey the same to the law- 
ful heirs of Isaac T. Hunt, then to the lawful heirs of Thursby Gritin, 
wife of Benjamin Griffin. In witness whereof I have hereunto set my 
hand and seal the day and date above written. 

Witness, John H. Sharp. Isaac Sussums. (Seal.)” 


The second deed was as follows: “This indenture made and entered 
into 2 July, 1867, between Isaac Sessums, of the county of Nash and 
State of North Carolina, of the one part, and B. H. Sorsby, Sr., trustee, 
or his survivors, of the second part: Witnesseth, that for and in con- 
sideration of the sum of one dollar to me in hand paid by said trustee, 
the receipt whereof is hereby fully acknowledged, have this day bar- 
gained, sold and conveyed unto him, the said trustee and his survivors, 
one certain tract or parcel of land lying and being in Nash County, 
containing 110 acres, more or less, adjoining the lands of Jordan Brewer, 
the heirs of Henderson Ellen and others, and known as the place where 
Thomas Hunt formerly resided, for the following purpose, to wit: That 
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is to say that the said trustee, or his survivors, shall hold in trust the 
above tract of land for the benefit of Isaac T. Hunt, during his natural 
life, and in the event of the.said Isaac T. Hunt not leaving lawful issue, 
T hereby empower the said trustee to make . . . of the above deeded 
premises to the heirs of Thursby Griffin, wife of Benjamin Griffin, but in 
case of lawful issue of Isaac T. Hunt, then, and in that case, the said 
trustee is hereby empowered to make title to the heir of said Isaac T. 
Hunt, and also in further consideration of one dollar in hand 
(817) paid to me by said trustee, I have bargained, sold and conveyed 
to him, one mouse-colored mule for the purposes above stated 
in regard to the disposition of the land, etc. In witness whereof, I have 
hereunto set my hand and seal, ete. | 
Witness, ete. Isaac Szssums. (Seal).” 


3. That in 1876, George N. Lewis, sheriff of Nash County, sold said 
land for taxes due thereon for years 1874~75-'76,. and conveyed same 
to one John Killibrew, reciting sale for taxes, and that owner had failed 
to redeem, ete. 

4, That on 31 January, 1884, said John J. Killibrew conveyed said 
land by quitclaim deed for valuable consideration to one Isaac Proctor. 
This deed contained a note saying that the land formerly belonged to— 
Isaac Hunt, and was sold by G. N. Lewis for default in payment of 
taxes on 3 April, 1876. 

5. That Isaac T. Hunt, iceea to in the deeds of Isaac Sessums, 
died on 14 February, 1908, and plaintiffs are his children and heirs 
at law, and were born after the year 1884. 

This suit was instituted by the plaintiffs on 18 August, 1903. 

6. That prior to twenty-five years ago, B. H. Sorsby, named as trus- 
tee in both deeds from Sessums, died, and no other trustee has been 
appointed by the court, or agreed upon by the parties as to the trusts 
raised in said deeds. 

7. That defendants are the widow and heirs at law of the said Isaac 
Proctor, grantee in the deed from Killibrew, that he died intestate in 
November, 1894, and defendants and those under whom they claim have 
been in the exclusive possession of said tract of land, under, and ever 
since the date of the deed from John J. Killibrew, dated 31 January, 
1884, claiming it as their own, and exercising the right of SWnCtSIne 
over it, ete. 

On dle facts set out in the case agreed, the judge below was of opinion 

that plaintiffs could not recover, gave judgment to that effect, 
(818) and plaintiffs excepted and appealed, 
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B. H. Bunn and F. 8. Spruill for plaintiffs. 
Battle & Cooley for defendants. 


Hoxgs, J., after stating the facts: The two deeds from Isaac Sessums 
to the trustee were evidently executed with the design and purpose of 
conveying the entire tract of 150 acres. The case agreed, in effect, so 
states. 

The second deed, however, is sufficiently definite and ssa 
under certain circumstances to embrace the entire tract of land “known 
as the place where Thomas Hunt formerly resided,’ giving also the 
county and adjoining lands. And if, as defendants contend, the first 
deed which was made in the effort to cut off forty acres from the land, 
is void because too vague and indefinite in the description to pass any 
land, then the second would pass the entire tract. | 

The court is of opinion that the position of defendants in regard to 
the first deed from Isaac Sessums set out in the case agreed, is well 
taken, and the same is void because too vague and indefinite to pass any 
land. It purports to cut off forty acres from the main body of the land 
and does not in any way indicate the shape or give any data by which 
the divisional line can be located. Robeson v. Lewis, 64 N. C., 787; 
Perry v. Scott, 109 N. C., 379-380. The deed is therefore void, and the 
rights of the parties depend on the true construction of the second deed, 
and the other facts set out in the case agreed. 

On this second deed the defendants contend: First, That as same 
bears date prior to Act of 1879, Code, 1883, sec. 1280, tlie word “heirs” 
is absolutely necessary to convey a feb: | That said word not being in 
the deed in connection with the trustee’s estate, he only took a life 
estate; that this hfe estate terminated by his death twenty-five | 
years ago, and at his death the land reverted to the grantor, or (319) 
his heirs. 

It is true that prior to the Act of 1879 the word “heirs” was gener- 
ally held necessary to the creation of a fee simple estate in deeds con- 
veying the legal title. It was not so in devises nor in equitable estates, 
where it was generally held that an estate of inheritance would pass 
without the word “heirs” if such was the clear intent of the parties, 
Holmes v. Holmes, 86 N. C., 205-207, 

A series of decisions have ae established the proposition that when- 
ever the word “heirs” appeared in an instrument as qualifying the in- 
terest of the grantee and indicative of his estate, whether in the premises, 
the habendum or the warranty, same would be transposed and inserted 
in that portion of the deed which would cause same to operate as a con- 
veyance of a fee simple interest, when such was the purpose of the 
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grantors. And in Vickers v. Leigh, 104 N. C., 248, it was decided that 
in a deed conveying the legal estate, although the word “heirs” did 
not appear, the deed would be held to convey an estate of inheritance 
if the same on its face, contained conclusive, intrinsic evidence that a 
fee simple estate was intended to pass and that the word “heirs” was 
omitted from the instrument by ignorance, inadvertence or mistake. 
This case has since been uniformly upheld and acted on by this Court, 
where the evidence of intent to convey a fee simple was of this character, 
and appeared so clearly from the face of the instrument that the court 
could see that the words of inheritance were omitted by mistake. The 
decisions since this opinion was rendered, which are apparently to the 
contrary, are cases where the evidence of the mistake could not be drawn 
exclusively from the instrument itself, but required the aid of facts 
dehors the instrument and the interposition of the equitable powers 
of the court on allegations of mistake duly made. This case of Vickers 
v. Leigh is cited and affirmed in Fullbright v. Yoder, 113 N. C., 
(320) 456; Moore v. Quince, 109 N. C., 89; Helms v. Austin, 116 
N. C., 7541. 

In Helms v. Austin the position is taken as accepted doctrine, and in 
Moore v. Quince, supra, was applied to the estate of the trustee as in 
the case we are now considering. In the deed before us we are of 
opinion that it was the clear intent of the grantor to pass a fee simple 
interest in both the legal and equitable estates, the two uniting when the 
exigency of the trust had terminated. Another principle may be prop- 
erly invoked to uphold the estate of the trustee. In 28 A. & E. (2 Ed.), 
923, it is said: “If there is an axiom of the law it must be regarded 
as axiomatic in the construction of active trusts that the trustee will 
take precisely that quantum of legal estate which is necessary to the 
discharge of the declared powers and duties of the trust. Thus the 
trustee will take, by implication of law, a fee in the estate when the 
duties of the trust require it, although the conveyance is in terms of 
life estate or fails to use the word heirs.” In the same volume, at page 
924,1t is also said: “The estate of trustee will, nevertheless, not extend 
beyond the term required by the exigencies of the trust, the unnecessary 
portions of the estate becoming executed by the statute of uses.” The 
authorities clearly show this to be a correct statement of the doctrine. 
North v. Philhook, 34 Me., 532; 1 Lewin on Trustees, pp. 218, 214. 

“Tf land,” said Lord Hardwick, “be devised to a man without the 
word ‘heirs’ and a trust be declared which can be satisfied in no other- 
wise but by the trustee taking an inheritance, it has been construed 
that a fee passes. Thus a trust to sell, even on a contingency, confers 
a fee simple as indispensably necessary to the execution of the trust.” 
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And it is familiar doctrine that a trust shall not fail for the want of a 
trustee. Moore v. Quince, supra. | 

These deeds from Isaac Sessums were evidently executed as a scheme 
for the settlement of the property in which the present plaintiffs, as chil- 
dren of Isaac T. Hunt, were the principal and ultimate benefici- 
aries of the grantor’s bounty. The general purposes of the deed, (821) 
the terms in which the estate is declared and the general context, 
conclusively show that it was the intent of the grantor to pass the abso- 
lute ownership of the property, and that the trustee is Bee an estate 
commensurate with the exigencies of the trust. 

The defendants further contend that under the rule in Shelley’s 
case, Isaac T. Hunt took an estate in fee simple under the deed from 
Isaac Sessums, the deduction being that he being the owner of the land 
in fee, the sherifi’s deed for taxes would convey a like estate to John 
Killibrew, the purchaser of the tax title, under whom defendants claim. 
But the rule 3 in Shelley’s case does not apply to the deed we are here 
construing. 

A very clear statement of the rule and certain recognized exceptions 
to it will be found in the case of Ware v. Richardson, 3 Md., 505, as 
follows: “In Shelley's case, 1 Coke, 104, the rule was laid Jou on “he 
authority of a number of cases from the Year Books, to be that when 
the ancestor, by any gift or conveyance, taketh an estate of freehold 
and in the same gift or conveyance an estate is limited, either mediately 
or immediately to his heirs, in fee or in tail, ‘the heirs’ are words of 
limitation of the estate, and not words of purchase . . .” Chancel- 
lor Kent, however, adopts the following definition of the rule by Mr. 
Preston, as being more full and accurate: “When a person takes an 
estate of freehold, legally or equitably, under a deed, will or other writ- 
ing, and in the same instrument there is a limitation by way of remain- 
der, either with or without interposition of another estate, of an 1n- 
terest of the same legal or equitable quality to his heirs, or heirs of his 
body, as a class of persons to take in succession, from generation to 
generation, the limitation to the heirs entitles the ancestor to the whole 
estate.” 1 Preston on Estates, 263. 

In cases, therefore, where the word “heirs” or “heirs of the (322) 
body” are used, they will be construed to limit or define the 
estate intended to be conveyed, and will not be treated as words 
of purchase, and no supposed intention on the part of the testator or 
grantor arising from the estate being conveyed, in the first instance, 
for life, will be permitted to control their operation as words of limita- 
tion. In all such cases the estate becomes immediately executed in the 
ancestor, who becomes seized of an estate of inheritance. By force 
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of the unbending construction given to these terms, it imputed to the 
grantor or testator, in legal contemplation, an intention to use the 
terms in their legal sense and to give them their legal effect, though it 
should defeat even the real intention to the contrary. In other words, 
they are regarded as conclusive evidence of the intent of the testator. 

There are, however, well recognized exceptions to this rule, two of 
which we will advert to at present in general terms: In the first place 
whenever the testator or grantor annexes words of explanation to the 
word “heirs,” indicating that he meant to use the term in a qualified 
sense, as a mere descriptio personarum or particular description of cer- 
tain individuals, and that they, and not the ancestor, were to be the 
points of termini from which the succession to the estate was to emanate 
or take its start, then in all such cases where the word “heir” is thus 
explained or restricted, it is to be treated as a term of purchase, and not 
of limitation. For example, the expressions “heirs now living,” “chil- 
dren,” “issue,” ete., are words of limitation or purchase as will best 
nacoed with the manifest intention of him who employs them. Under 
this qualification of the rule, the intention prevails feet the strict 
construction. 

The second exception to which we will advert is, that where the 
estate limited to the ancestor is an equitable or trust estate, the two 
estates, under the rule in Shelley’s case, wiJl not coalesce in the an- 
cestor, and the result would be the same if the estate for life was a legal 

estate, and that limited to the heirs an equitable estate. Horne v. 
(323) Lyeth, 4 Har. & J., 482. 

The deed atone us is within the first ee so clearly 
stated. In the terms of this deed, descriptive of the estate, “the said 
trustee or his survivors, shall hold in trust the above tract of land for 
the benefit of the said Isaac T. Hunt during his natural life 
and in the event of Isaac T. Hunt not leaving lawful issue, I hereby 
empower the said trustee to convey to the heirs of Thursby Griffin, but 
in case of lawful issue of Isaac T. Hunt, then, in that case, the trustee 
is hereby empowered to make title to the heir of Isaac T. Hunt.” 

The words “heir of Isaac T. Hunt,” is clearly not intended to denote 
the whole line of heirs to take in succession as said heirs, “from genera- 
tion to generation,” in the language of Preston’s statement of the tule, 
but is simply only a designatio personae, meaning lawful child or chil- 
dren of Isaac Hunt, who may be living at his death. Said Hunt having 
died leaving lawful children, who are the plaintiffs, we hold the proper 
construction of the deed as to the interest conveyed to be: That the 
trustee hold in trust for Isaac T. Hunt for his life, that after his death, 
the trustee shall convey the land to the lawful children of Isaac T. 
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Hunt, and the exigencies of the trust having terminated on the death 
of Isaac T. Hunt leaving lawful children, the statute will execute the 
unnecessary portion of the estate. The sale and conveyance, therefore, 
of the land by the sheriff for default in payment of taxes on the part 
of Isaac T. Hunt—the land having evidently been listed as the land of 
Isaac T. Hunt—did not operate to convey the interest of his children, 
who take in remainder as purchasers. Tucker v. Tucker, 108 N. C., 
236, citing Macay, ex parte, 84 N. C., 68. This sale was under the 
- statutes of 1874 and 1875, which speak throughout of the sale of de- 
linquent interest, the one who had listed the property and failed to pay. 
And moreover, in the Revenue Law for that year, Laws 1874-5, ch. 184, 
sec. 29, subsec. 3, is the provision: ‘And it is expressly declared 

that the lands of a minor, lunatic or a person non compos mentis (824) 
shall in no case be taken to be sold for taxes.” 

It may be well to note that this sale for non-payment of taxes took 
place under the provisions of the Act of 1874-5. Under the Act of 1887 
and the Revenue acts since that time, so far as we have examined, the 
State has adopted a different and more stringent method of enforcing 
the collection of taxes. When the taxes are due and the requirements 
of the statute otherwise complied with, a sale now conveys the property, 
and not simply the interest of the delinquent. The statute protects 
the interests of minors and remaindermen, by making specific provision 
as to their right to redeem. We have here only construed the revenue 
laws of 1874-5, these being the statutes governing the rights of the par- 
ties in the present case. | 

The defendants further contend that if the tax deed does not convey 
to them the rights of the plaintiffs, it is good as color of title, and the 
defendants and those under whom they claim having occupied the land 
since the date of this deed in 1884, asserting ownership, they are pro- 
tected by the statute of limitation. This position cannot avail the de- 
fendants. In the first place, while the tax deed does not operate to con- 
vey the interest of the plaintiffs, it does convey the interest of Isaac T. 
Hunt, the life tenant. The very definition of color of title is a paper- 
writing (usually a deed) which professes and appears to pass the title, 
but fails to do so. In 2 Words and Phrases, 1264, it is said to be, “That 
which in appearance is title, but which in reality is no title’—citing 
many decisions. And for the same reason, the possession of the de-— 
fendants was not adverse. The tax deed under which they occupied the 
land passed to them the interest of the life tenant. Adverse possession, 
which will ripen a defective title, must be of a character to sub- 
ject the occupant to action. | : (325) 
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If the trustee or these plaintiffs had sued during the life of Isaac T. 
Hunt, their action would have failed, because the defendants, under 
their tax deed, held the interest of the life tenant in the property. 
Their occupation then was neither adverse nor under color of title till 
the death of the life tenant, which occurred only a short time before 
the institution of the present suit. And herein lies the distinction be- 
tween this case and King v. Rhew, 108 N. C., 698, cited by defendants. 
In King v. Rhew the estate was conveyed to a trustee in trust for the sole 
and separate use of Charlotte King (feme covert) during her natural 
life, and after her death to be equally divided between any children she 
may leave her surviving, etc. Isaac King and wife, in August, 1869, un- 
dertook to convey the estate, and by mesne conveyances the land passed 
to the defendant, who occupied and claimed to own the same under his 
deeds till 1889, when suit was brought. Charlotte King died on 20 Sep- 
tember, 1889, and the plaintiffs, her only surviving children, instituted 
the action to recover the land. The deed by which Charlotte King and 
her husband endeavored to convey the land, was void, and passed no es- 
tate or interest of Charlotte King, the life tenant. The court held that 
the estate of the trustee was barred, and for that reason the children, the 
cestuis que trustent, were also barred. That was because the deed of the 
life tenant being void, the attempted occupation under it was, from the 
beginning, hostile to the title of the trustee, subjecting the occupant 
to an action by him from the date of the deed. 

In our case, the tax title passed the interest of the life tenant, and the 
trustee, as stated, could not have successfully maintained his action till 
the life estate terminated. | 

Our conclusion on the whole matter is that the deed from Isaac T. 
Sessums passed the entire estate in the land, the trustee holding for the 
benefit of Isaac T. Hunt, during his life, and then in trust to convey the 

same in fee to his lawful children, who have a present right to 
(326) recover the property. 
There was error in the judgment of the court below, and, on 
the case agreed, judgment will be entered for the plaintiffs. 
Reversed. | | 


Cited: Haywood v. Trust Co., 149 N. C., 219; Bond v. Beverly, 152 
N. C., 61; Real Estate Co. v. Bland, wb., 226; Haywood v. Wright, ob., 
435; Smith v. Lumber Co., 155 N. C., 8938; Puckett v. Morgan, 158 N.C., 
346; Harris v. Bennett, 160 N. C., 347; Beacom v. Amos, 161 N. C.,, 
365; Jones v. Whichard, 163 N. C., 244; Torrey v. McFadyen, 165 N.C., 
239; Lumber Co. v. Pearce, 166 N. C., 590; Norwood v. Totten, vb., 
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650; Gann v. Spencer, 167 N. C., 481; Patton v. Sluder, tb., 504; Brown 
v. Brown, 168 N. C., 18; Cooley v. Lee, 170 N. C., 23; Graves v. Causey, 
wb., 176; Lee v. Oates, 171 N. O., 728; Ford v. McBrayer, tb., 423; Biz- 
zell v. Building Asso., 172 N. C., 160; Wallace v. Moore, 178 N. C., 1175. 
Smith v. Moore, tb., 874; Blackledge v. Simmons, 180 N. C., 541; 
Whichard v. Whitehurst, 181 N. C., 80, 81, 88, 84, 89; Wallace v. Wal- 
lace, 7b., 162. 





CHEMICAL CoO. v. McNATR. 
(Filed 17 October, 1905.) 


Contracts—Inen Bonds—Assignment of Consideration—N otice: of As- 
signment—Following a Fund—Drafts—Trustee. 


1. A contract by the defendant to deliver to the plaintiff lien bonds for an 
amount sufficient to secure the payment of his notes, vests in the plain- 
tiff, as against the defendant, title to five lien bonds actually delivered in 
pursuance of said contract, though no specific bonds were mentioned and 
two of those delivered had not been executed at the date of the contract. 


2, By the assignment of a lien bond, the assignee acquires right and title to 
the account for securing the payment of which the bond was given. 


3. Indulgence, or extension of time for payment of a debt, constitutes a valu- 
able consideration. 


4. Notice to the debtor of the assignment of a non-negotiable instrument is 
necessary to protect the assignee from the effect of a payment to the origi- 
nal creditor, but such notice is not necessary to the validity of the as- 
signment as between the assignor and assignee. 


5. A contract to assign as collateral security “all accounts whatever owing to 
me as evidenced by my book of accounts,” with an agreement “to furnish 
a full and complete list of said accounts,” does not pass accounts not on 
the list furnished. 


6. Where the defendants are fixed with the receipt of the identical money paid 
on accounts secured by lien bonds which had been assigned to the plain- 
tiff the plaintiff can recover the amounts thus coming into the defendants’ 
possession. 


7. The acceptance of a draft from a debtor does not merge the debt, or operate 
as a payment unless expressly so understood and agreed. 


8 Where C. agreed to sell the guano of O., and to deliver to O. notes of the 
planters to whom he sold, to be held by O. as collateral security, and that 
all proceeds of guano sold were to be held by C. in trust for the payment 
of his notes, O. is entitled to the proceeds of the notes paid to the defend- 
ants aS against the plaintiff to whom the lien bonds securing said notes 
were assigned, though the plaintiff had no notice of O.’s claim. - 
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(827) Action by the Virginia-Carolina Chemical Company against 
John F. McNair and others, heard by O. H. Allen, J., upon 
the report of the referee, at May Term, 1905, of New Hanover. 

C. H. Coble, being indebted to the lane and desiring to obtain an 
extension of the time of payment, on 26 January, 1898, executed his notes 
to be due on 1 October and 1 November, 1898, and at the same time, in 
consideration of the extension given, contracted to deliver to the plain- 
tiff within fifteen days, lien bonds from his customers for an amount 
sufficient to secure the payment of his notes. No specific bonds were 
mentioned, and at that time two of those afterwards sent had not been 
executed. This paper was never registered. On 30 January, 1898, the 
said Coble executed to McNair and Pearsall a contract, reciting an in- 
debtedness evidenced by his promissory note bearing even date there- 
with of $4,952.25, due on 1 October, 1898, to secure the payment of 
which he bargained, sold and assigned to said defendants “all accounts 
whatever owing to me as evidenced by my book of accounts, or any mem- — 
oranda whatever kept by me at my store in the town of Laurinburg 

I also contract to furnish said McNair and Pearsall a full and 

complete list of said accounts and notes.” On the same day the 

(328) said Coble executed to said defendants a mortgage on his stock 

of goods and a lien upon his crops; also delivered to McNair 

and Pearsall a list of his accounts, ete., other than the five lien bonds 

which are the subject of this controversy. The said contract was regis- 
tered 3 October, 1898. 

C. H. Coble sold, in 1898, fertilizers as agent for G. Ober & Sons’ Co., 
to the persons executing the lien bonds delivered to the plaintiff, and 
collected on account thereof, the sum of $231. Coble collected from 
the persons executing the five lien bonds delivered to the plaintiff com- 
pany, and on account thereof, including the amount collected for the 
guano prior to 1 October, 1898, $257.75, which he turned over to the de- 
fendants and subsequently thereto the said defendants collected from 
said persons and on account thereof, $556.99. The plaintiff had no 
notice of the claim of G. Ober & Sons’ Co., or any other person. C. H. 
Coble died since the beginning of this action, and his administrator was 
made party defendant. The debts due the plaintiff and G. Ober & Sons’ 
Co. are unpaid, and there is a balance due the defendants from said 
Coble. The plaintiff demanded of the defendants payment of the 
amounts received by them, which was refused. “In October, 1898, the 
plaintiff, by its authorized agent, A. H. Adams, obtained from Coble an 
accepted draft on McNair and Pearsall for $257.75, the amount col- 
lected by them, which draft recited that it was to be paid by McNair 
and Pearsall, out of such excess as might remain in their hands after 
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the debt to themselves had been satisfied—but the agent Adams, after 
offering to return the draft and being refused, tore up the draft.” This 
action is prosecuted by the plaintiff against McNair and Pearsall and the 
administrator of Coble, for the purpose of establishing its debt against 
the estate of Coble, and recovering from the other defendants the amount 
collected by them on account of the lien bonds. Pending the suit, 
G. Ober & Sons’ Co. intervened and were duly made parties for (329) 
the purpose of asserting their claim to the $231 collected by de- | 
fendants. The cause was referred to Hon. Alfred M. Waddell, who made 
his report, to which the plaintiff filed exceptions. The cause was heard 
by his Honor, O. H. Allen, when the exceptions were sustained and the 
report modified in respect to the facts and conclusions of law. 
Judgment being rendered for the plaintiff, the defendants, McNair 
and Pearsall, and the intervenors, G. Ober & Sons’ Co., excepted and 
appealed. , 


Rountree & Carr and M. L. John for plainteff. 
BE. BK. Bryan for defendants and intervenors. 


Connor, J., after stating the facts: The record contains quite a num- 
ber of assignments of error pointing to the conclusions of fact found by 
the judge; defendant contending that there is no evidence to sustain such 
conclusions. We have examined the evidence and, in our opinion, the 
exceptions in this respect cannot be sustained. In regard to the conclu- 
sion reached by his Honor that the five lien bonds in controversy were 
not included in the list furnished by Coble to defendants, the burden of 
proof was upon them; it is therefore not open to them to raise the ques- 
tion that there was no evidence in regard thereto. If the plaintiff ac-_ 
quired the title to the bonds as against Coble by the contract of 26 Janu- 
ary, 1898, and the subsequent delivery, the defendants could invalidate 
the right to them only by showing a superior title in themselves. The 
first step in making good this claim, was to show that they had been as- 
‘signed to them. The failure to do so changed the basis of the contest, 
and left open to the defendants the right to attack the plaintifi’s title 
by showing such infirmity as to invalidate it without regard to any 
claim of their own. To do this they make certain well defined conten- 
tions which we will discuss in the order presented by the brief of their 
counsel. It is first said that nothing passed by the contract of 
26 January, 1898, because no specific lien bonds were mentioned; (330) 
that two of those afterwards delivered had not at that time been 
executed. However this may be, the conclusion of fact found by the 
judge, that the five bonds described in the complaint, were sometime 
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during February, 1898, delivered to the plaintiff in pursuance of the 
contract of 26 January, 1898, removes or cures any defect in the plain- 
tiff’s title by reason of the failure to name or specify the bonds in the 
contract. The defendants rely upon Blakeley v. Patrick, 67 N. ©., 40, 
wherein it is held that the description in a mortgage of “ten new bug- 
gies,” the mortgagor having a larger number of new buggies on hand, 
was too indefinite, and the mortgagee acquired no title to any buggies. 
It is clear that, if before the right of third parties attached, the mort- 
gagor had set apart ten new buggies and delivered them into the posses- 
sion of the mortgagor in pursuance of the mortgage, he could have re- 
tained them. It may be that his right could have been sustained, either 
as curing a defect in the writing, by rendering certain that which was 
uncertain, or by treating the delivery as a pledge, resorting to the mort- 
gage to fix the terms and purpose for which it was made. In our case 
we do not think that the plaintiff acquired even, as against Coble, any 
right to demand specific performance, by compelling the delivery of any 
specific lien bonds, but where the five bonds were, as found by his Honor, 
in pursuance of such contract, actually delivered, the right to retain pos- 
session, for the purpose and upon the terms set forth in the contract, 
was perfected. The defendants contend that conceding this to be so, 
the plaintiff acquired no right or title to, or claim upon the accounts for 
securing the payment of which the bonds were given. It is undoubtedly 
true, as contended and as shown by the authorities cited, that “In gen- 
eral, in an assignment of the mortgage without any transfer of the note, 

bond or debt secured thereby, the assignee takes only the legal es- 
(331) tate, which he will hold in trust for the owner of the note or other 

mortgage debt.” This proposition does not, however, aid us in 
the decision of the question presented here. There was not, at the time 
of the execution of the lien bond nor of the delivery to plaintiff, any note, 
bond or account in existence to be assigned or delivered. The lien bond 
was executed to secure an account for advancements thereafter to be 
made to aid in the cultivation of a crop for the current year. Those in- 
struments generally used by merchants and farmers in this State, are 
peculiar and unlike, save by analogy, any other form of contract. They 
had their origin in the conditions existing in this State, by reason of 
the changed method of cultivating lands, after the late civil war and 
were first authorized by the Act of 1866-7. Code, sec. 1799. It has been 
found difficult to apply to them, in many respects, the principles by 
which the rights of parties, by assignment or otherwise, are governed 
by the law of negotiable instruments and mortgages securing existing 
debts. While they are executed only by the party to whom the advance- 
ments are to be made, they have many of the attributes of a bilateral 
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contract. The value of the security is largely, and often entirely, de- 
pendent upon the performance of the agreement of the party who is 
to make such advancements. The entire contract is set forth in one pa- 
per—there is no existing debt as in the ordinary mortgage to which the 
security is but the incident. When assigned for any, purpose they are of 
no value to the assignee if the account as it accrues, by reason of the 
advancement of supplies, does not enure to his benefit. The assignability 
of all choses in action, or other contractual rights has in recent years, 
by statutes and decisions of the courts, been very much enlarged. There 
can be no question that a contract for money to become due in the fu- 
ture, may be assigned, and that when the money is due, the assignee may 
sue for and recover it in his own name, subject to such defenses 

as the debtor may be entitled to make, as the real party in inter- (332) 
est. We can perceive no reason why the len bond with all rights, 

then existing, or thereafter, in pursuance and execution of its terms ac- 
cruing, may not be assigned. In ascertaining what passes by the assign- 
ment, the intention of the parties will control. “To ascertain the inten- 
tion of the assignor and assignee as to what interests, rights or property 
they intended should pass under the assignment and to carry out such 
intention as nearly as may be done without violence to the language 
used by them, is, as in the case of all other contracts, a cardinal rule.” 
4 Cyc., 73; Pass v. McRoe, 35 Miss., 143. | 

“When a mortgage was transferred pursuant to an agreement ag se- 
curity for a debt, but there was no assignment of the mortgage debt, it 
was held that if essential to give effect to the assignment, the assignee 
might be regarded as having an interest’ in the debt for which both the 
note and mortgage were securities; and that the legal effect of the trans- 
action was to transfer to the assignee the property embraced in the mort- 
gage as security for his advance.” Jon. Chal. Mort., 505. 

The rule is well stated by Andrews, J.,in Campbell v. Birch, 60 N. Y., 
214, in discussing the question presented upon this appeal. He says: 
“It is a general principle applicable to the construction of grants or 
contracts that they should be construed so as to give them effect accord- 
ing to the intention of the parties. When a thing is granted, everything 
possessed by the grantor, passes as incident which is necessary to make 
the grant effectual.” ‘In that case the note was retained by the mort- 
gagee; the court held that it passed to the assignee of the mortgagee. It 
is also said: “It should be mentioned, as a qualification to the rule re- 
quiring the transfer of the debt along with the assignment of the mort- 
gage, that when a mortgage has been made and no separate obligation 
has been given for the payment of the money secured by the mortgage, — 
an assignment necessarily transfers all the rights and interests under - 
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(333) it.” 2 A. & E. (2 Ed.), 1086. The case before us comes 

clearly within the qualification. To hold otherwise would 
defeat the manifest intention of the parties and attribute to them a pur- 
pose to do a vain thing, under the form of a well considered business 
transaction. If Coble only intended by delivering the lien bonds, to pass 
them and retain the accounts to accrue, which alone made them valu- 
able, he was keeping his promise to the ear and breaking it to the sense. 
Courts should endeavor to so construe the conduct and language of men 
as to carry out in good faith their honest purposes. The suggestion that 
the contract and delivery of the lien bonds was not supported by a valu- 
able consideration, was not pressed here. It is elementary learning that 
indulgence or extension of time for payment of a debt constitutes a valu- 
able consideration; applications of the principle are found in numer- 
ous cases in the reports. Notice to the debtor of the assignment of a non- 
negotiable instrument is necessary to protect the assignee from the effect 
of a payment to the original creditor, but such notice is not necessary to 
the validity of the assignment as between the assignor and assignee. 4 
Oye., 32; Ponton v. Griffin, 72 N. C., 362. 

For the reasons set forth we are of the opinion that, as against Coble, 
the plaintiff became the owner of the five lien bonds and of the accounts 
as they accrued, for the security of which they were executed. The find- 
ing of his Honor that they were not included in the list of accounts fur- 
nished by Coble, to defendants McNair and Pearsall, relieves us of the 
necessity of considering several of the questions discussed in the argu- 
ment. We have examined the contract made by Coble with the defend- 
ants, of 30 January, 1898, to ascertain whether the accounts passed. in- 
dependently of the list furnished “for identification.” The description 
of the choses in action assigned by the contract is “all accounts whatever 

owing te me as evidenced by my book of accounts.” If the defend- 
(334) ants were compelled to rely upon this language as the basis of 
| their right, it is exceedingly doubtful whether any accounts con- 
tracted subsequent to 30 January, 1898, passed. With the aid of the list 
furnished, it is probable that the intention to pass the accounts named 
therein would be ascertained—to include those made after the date of the 
contract. This is immaterial here because of the finding that the ones 
in controversy were not on the list. . 

The defendants’ counsel say, that conceding this to be true, the plain- 
tiff cannot recover in this action unless it shows that Coble paid to them 
the identical money received by him from the parties owing the ac- 
counts. This is true, but the finding of fact is that Coble “collected on 
the five lien bonds claimed by the plaintiff, the sum of $257.75 prior to 
8 October, 1898, and turned it over to McNair and Pearsall, and that 
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subsequently thereto defendants McNair and Pearsall, collected on said 
lien bonds the sum of $556.99.” This finding fixes the defendants with 
the receipt of the identical money paid on the accounts secured by the 
- lien bonds. We can see no reason why the plaintiff may not recover the 
amounts thus coming into their possession. It is insisted, however, that 
by the acceptance of the draft by plaintiff’s agent, drawn by Coble upon 
the defendants for $257.75, to be paid out of any balance remaining in 
their hands after the payment of their debt, released the defendants 
from any claim on account of the receipt of the money. It is well set- 
tled that unless expressly so understood and agreed, the acceptance of a 
draft from a debtor does not merge the debt, or operate as a payment. 
Wilson v. Jennings, 15 N. C., 90; Mawney'v. Cott, 80 N. C., 300. The 
_ parties did not, by reason of the acceptance of the draft, in any respect 
change their status, or surrender any rights as between each other. We 
can see no reason why upon surrendering, or what was equivalent, de- 
struction of the draft, the plaintiff may not sue upon the original cause 
of action. We concur with his Honor in this respect. This dis- 

poses of the exceptions of the defendants. The judgment in that (335) 
respect must be affirmed. The other branch of the case is pre- 

sented by the exceptions of the intervenor, G. Ober & Sons’ Co. His 
Honor was of the opinion that as the plaintiff had no notice of their 
claim to the proceeds of the guano sold by Coble, they were not affected 
thereby. We cannot concur in that opinion. It appears from an in- 
spection of the contract made by Coble with Ober & Sons’ Co., bearing 
date 17 January, 1898, that he was to sell the guano, and deliver to Ober 
& Sons’ Co., notes of the planters to whom he sold, to be held by them 
as collateral security, and that all proceeds of guano sold, were to be 
held in trust by Coble for the payment of his notes. As between Coble 
and Ober, there can be no question that the accounts were held as the 
property of the latter, and the money collected thereon was held in trust 
for them. Contracts containing the same language in respect to the terms 
upon which the guano was to be sold and: the proceeds held, were con- 
strued by this Court in Chemical Co. v. Johnson, 98 N. C., 128, and 
Guano Co. v. Bryan, 118 N. C., 576. In the last case, Mr. Justice 
Montgomery said: “There can be no doubt that the contract: makes 
the defendant a trustee for the plaintifi’s benefit of the guano sold to him 
by the plaintiff, of the notes taken by the defendant from the purchas- 
ers of the guano and of the cash money derived from the sales and of 
that collected on the notes.” The right which the plaintiff acquired by 
the contract, etc., was to have the amount due, or to become due to Coble, 
for his own property sold to his customers, not for the amount due him 
for the property of some other person, or which he held in trust for some 
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other person. It will be observed that the contract with Ober was made 
17 January, 1898, some nine days prior to the contract with the plain- 
tiff, There is no uncertainty as to what were Ober’s rights under that 

contract. The accounts accruing for the sale of the guano were 
(336) their property, and the proceeds, when collected, were in the pos- 

session of Coble, in trust for him. The plaintiff was not a pur- 
chaser for value or otherwise of Ober’s property. The question of notice 
does not arise—it is one of title to the property. The same process of 
reasoning, and an application of the same principles which entitles the 
plaintiff to recover the amount which went into the possession of the 
defendants from the account due for Coble’s goods, entitle the interven- 
ors to recover the amount representing their guano. This is not a case 
of conflicting equities, but of following the funds belonging to the par- 
‘ties. There is nothing in the testimony or the findings to show that de- 
fendants McNair and Pearsall parted with anything of value for the 
amounts turned over to them, or collected by them. They simply ap- 
plied it to the indebtedness of Coble by mistake, supposing that it was 
his money, whereas, in fact, it was the money of the plaintiff and G. 
Ober & Sons’ Co. They- will pay it to the parties entitled and charge 
_ it back to Coble, leaving his indebtedness as it would have been if he 
had not erroneously turned it over to the wrong parties. It is manifest 
that all parties were acting in good faith, supposing that there would be 
enough to pay all of them—in this they seem to have been mistaken. 
We can see no reason why the intervenors should not recover the full 
amount collected by Coble from the sales of their guano, which is found 
to be $2381. 

The judgment of his Honor must be modified that the plaintiff re- 
cover of the defendants the amount found to have been received by 
them, less $281, for which the intervenors will have judgment. The 
costs of this Court will be divided between the plaintiff and defendants. 
We can see no reason why plaintiff may not recover judgment for their 
debt against the administrator of Coble, subject to a deduction of the 
amount recovered of defendants McNair and Pearsall. 

The judgment is | 

Modified and affirmed. 


Cited: Godwin v. Bank, 145 N. C., 327; Garrison v. Vermont Mills, 
154 N. C., 9; Chemical Co. v. Floyd, 158 N. C., 460; Snuth v. Pritchard, 
173 N. C., 799, 
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| "  (3877) 
HICKS v. KENAN. 


(Filed 17 October, 1905. ) 
Morton to AFFIRM. 
Motion to Dismiss Appeal—Assignment of Hrrors—Exceptions. 


1. Section 550 of The Code and Rule 27 of this Court require an assignment 
' of the errors relied on to be tabulated and inserted in the case on appeal 
or record, preferably at the end. 


2. Where the exceptions are separately stated and numbered, but are not 
brought together at the end of the case, a motion by the appellee to af- 
firm will be denied, if the error intended to be assigned is plainly appar- 
ent. . 


On tHe Merits.’ | 
Contract—Principal and Agent—Personal Inability of Agent. 


1. Where the contract which was intended to be a satisfaction of all notes, 
drafts and accounts of plaintiff’s creditors, was signed by defendant’s 
intestate “representing A,’ who did not hold any such claim, but only 
was an endorser on plaintiff's notes to A, the fact that the intestate’s 
name appears in the body of the contract does not impose a personal lia- 
bility upon him. . . 

2. Where an agent acts within the scope of his authority and professes to act 
in the name and behalf of his principal, he is not personally liable. 


838. Where the question of agency in making a contract arises there is a dis- 
tinction between instruments under seal and those not under seal. In the 
former case, the contract must be in the name of the principal and must 
purport to be his deed. In the latter, the question is always one of in- 
tent, and when the meaning is clear, it matters not how it is phrased nor 
how it is signed. , 


E. K. Bryan for plainteff. 
Rountree & Carr and Iredell Meares for defendant. 


Motion To AFFIRM. (388) 


Per Curram. Plaintiff moved in this Court to affirm the judgment 
upon the ground that defendant had not stated her exceptions nor as- 
signed errors, as directed by Rule 27, of this Court. The Code, sec- 
tion 550, required, and it is the law now, that the appellant in his case 
on appeal should “state separately, in articles numbered, the errors al- 
leged.” Rule 27 is to the same effect. Clark’s Code, p. 920. It pro- 
vides that “every appellant shall set out, in the statement of the case 
served on appeal, his exceptions to the pleadings, rulings and judgment 
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of the court, briefly and clearly stated and numbered. No other excep- 
tions than those set out or filed, and made a part of the case or record, 
shall be considered by This Court,’ with certain reservations therein 
specified. The statute and rule are plainly worded and should be easily 
understood. They require an assignment of the errors relied on to be 
tabulated and inserted in the case or record, preferably at the end. This 
is a reasonable requirement, and a usual one in appellate proceedings. 
Many courts in other jurisdictions prescribe as the penalty for non-ob- 
servance, dismissal of the appeal. We are not disposed to enforce the 
rules of this Court harshly, but with all the leniency consistent with the 
prompt and orderly transaction of the business of the Court. It was 
clearly intended that the statute and rule should be observed. Com- 
pliance with them will greatly facilitate the hearing and decision of 
cases upon their real merits. It will be best for counsel, the court and 
suitors, 1f due heed is given to the duty of appellants in this respect. 
This Court has more than once called attention to this provision of the 
law, and has endeavored to impress upon those concerned, the import- 
ance of preparing cases in accordance therewith. Taylor v. Plummer, 
105 N. C., 56; McKinnon v. Morrison, 104 N. C., 354; Walson v. Wil- 
son, 125 N. C., 525; State v. Blankenship, 117 N. C., 808. Many of the 
records in this Court show a strict compliance with the rule, and this 
is sufficient evidence of the fact, not only that it has not escaped 
(339) the attention of the bar, but that its provisions are well under- 
stood. We hope a word to the wise and prudent practitioner will 
be quite sufficient, and that in the future the transcripts sent to this 
Court will be entirely free from this defect. 

In this case the exceptions have been separately stated and numbered, 
though they are not brought together at the end of the case. While 
this is not a strict compliance with the statute and rule, the error in- 
tended to be assigned is so plainly apparent that we deny the motion, 
but, at the same time, we have deemed it a fit occasion to again remind 
members of the bar that there still exists the necessity of preparing 
cases on appeal in accordance with the simple requirement of the statute, 
the importance of which has been emphasized by formulating its sub- 
stance into a rule of this Court. 

We deny the motion, and the case will now be heen upon its merits. 

Motion denied. 


On toe Merits. 


Aotton by R. W. Hicks against Mary H. Kenan, executrix of W. R. 
Kenan, heard by O. H. Allen, J., and a jury, at April Term, 1905, 
of New Hanover. _ 
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Plaintiff sued defendant to recover $136.25 and interest, a part of 
the proceeds of the collection of an account due by W. W. Blair to 
_R. W. Hicks, and assigned by the latter to H. C. McQueen, W. R.— 
Kenan and C. A. Healy, that being the amount received by the said 
Kenan. Plaintiff introduced in evidence the following paper: 


Exuisit “A.” (340) 
| - “Witmineron, N. C., 28 November, 1901. 
Messrs. H. C. McQueen, W. R. Kenan and C. A. Healy: 


I hereby transfer the account, $595, owing me by W. W. Blair, same 


to be divided between yourselves, as interests may appear. 
| R. W. Hicks. 


Above amount is correct and approved. W. W. Briar.” 


Plaintiff contended that the account was assigned as collateral se- 
curity for a debt owing by Hicks to Kenan, McQueen and Healy, and ~ 
not as a payment. | | 

Mr. Bryan, a witness for the plaintiff, testified: Some time after 
the execution of the transfer of Blair’s account or due bill, I saw Hicks, 
Healy, McQueen and Kenan sign the paper which has been offered in 
evidence, and marked Exhibit “B.” In December, 1901, or January, 
1902, there was a meeting at Mr. Kenan’s office of the Murchison Na- 
tional Bank, W. R. Kenan, C. A. Healy, representing the molasses 
contracts of Hicks, myself and Hicks, with reference to his indebted- 
ness. Hicks was then indebted to a large amount. Kenan was present 
and did most of the talking; he was the endorser to the Atlantic Na- 
tional Bank for Hicks. I asked what the creditors demanded of Hicks, 
and Kenan said they wanted Hicks to execute a mortgage on his store, 
ete. (Hicks was present). They were threatening Hicks with prosecu- 
tion. I submitted a proposition which, was finally consummated in the 
paper which I hold in my hand, marked Exhibit “B.” After the execu- 
tion of the paper, I demanded the Blair account of McQueen, which 
had not been paid at that time. IJ afterwards met Kenan and made 
demand on him for his part, and told him that I had been mformed 
that it had been paid up, and he said that he would not turn it over; I 
then asked him if it was not put up as collateral security for the debt 
which Hicks owed him and McQueen and Healy. I called his 
attention to the Blair paper, and he said that it was, and that he (341) 
would not turn it over because he understood he was to keep the 
paper and apply it to the debt. He said, “If you get it, it will be by 
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lawsuit.” He admitted that it was put up as security for the debts 
referred to in agreement marked Exhibit “B.” (To each and every 
part of the foregoing testimony, defendant objected, the objection was 
overruled and defendant excepted). Cross-examination. At the time 
agreement “B” was signed, the paper marked “A” was not mentioned. 
J did not know of it at that time, and it was not discussed at the time 
Exhibit “B” was executed. The drafts and notes referred to in Exhibit 
“B” are the drafts and notes Hicks had given for the molasses, and 
there is nothing in the agreement about the account owed by Blair. I 
told Hicks to surrender all claim for his, Hicks’, right to an accounting 
from the Murchison National Bank, Kenan and Healy for the molasses 
that Hicks had turned over to them as security for his indebtedness to 
them and let them keep the molasses in full settlement of their indebted- 
ness against Hicks, and I thought they would be satisfied. . Neither . 
Hicks nor Kenan, McQueen nor Healy, made mention of the paper 
“A,” until afterwards. Kenan came into it by reason of being an en- 
dorser of Hicks at the Atlantic National Bank, for twelve or thirteen 
‘thousand dollars, he having paid the note which he was holding. When 
I talked with Kenan, he got mad and said he had lost more than two 
thousand dollars by signing the note. Hicks’ contention is that the 
two thousand dollars lost by’ Kenan was settled by agreement “B,” but 
not what he got on the Blair account, which Kenan now owes Hicks. 
The Blair due bill was not paid until I made demand for its return, but 
was paid at the time Kenan admitted to me it was put up as security. 
Plaintiff introduced the agreement known in the case as Exhibit “B.” 
Defendant objected to its introduction. Objection overruled and defend- 
ant excepted. 
It was provided in the paper, dated February, 1902, which is 
(342) called in the case Exhibit “B,” and is the agreement between 
Hicks and his creditors, that the latter should keep certain 
molasses which Hicks had theretofore delivered to them as security for 
their claims—notes, drafts and accounts—and the creditors should fill 
certain orders for molasses which Hicks had already taken, and that 
what was left should be the property of the creditors, and be taken by 
them in full satisfaction and payment of their said claims, and they 
should make no further demand upon Hicks, on any claim then existing 
against him. This agreement was signed as follows: “R. W. Hicks, 
OC. A. Healy, by Cyrus Healy, attorney; W. R. Kenan, representing 
Atlantic National Bank; H. C. McQueen, President of Murchison 
National Bank.” Plaintiff rested. 
At the close of plaintiff's testimony, sefciaunt moved to dismiss and 
_ for judgment as in case of nonsuit, under the statute. Motion over- 
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ruled and defendant excepted. There was no testimony for the defend- 
ant. Verdict for plaintiff. Motion for new trial overruled and defend- 
ant excepted. Judgment for plaintiff, and appeal by defendant. 


E. K. Bryan for plantaff. | 
Rountree & Carr and Iredell Meares for defendant. 


Waker, J., after stating the facts: The decision of this case must 
depend very much upon the form of the writing containing the agree- 
ment of Myr. Hicks with his creditors, and the mode of its signature by 
Mr. Kenan. We think that when thus considered, even, if necessary 
and permissible, in connection with the testimony of Mr. Bryan, it is 
quite conclusive that the defendant’s intestate did not sign the contract 
for himself as a principal, but for the Atlantic National Bank for whom 
he stood in the transaction. Mr. Kenan annexed to his signature the 
words “Representing the Atlantic National Bank,” and it would require 
extremely strong words in the body of the instrument to control 
the effect of that form of signature, and we do not think any (343) 
such: words are to be found there. The contract was intended 
to be a satisfaction of all notes, drafts and accounts, and at that time 
Mr. Kenan did not hold any claim against Mr. Hicks thus evidenced. 
He was endorser on Mr. Hicks’ note to the Atlantic National Bank, 
and for this reason, we presume, he was in the meeting of creditors to 
represent the bank, and incidentally to protect his own interests, The 
fact that his name appears as one of the parties of the second part 
(Hicks being the party of the first part), can make no difference, and 
- should not impose a liability on him which would not otherwise exist, 
especially as he was careful to use words, namely, “Representing the 
Bank,” which plainly exclude the idea that he was acting for himself, 
_ and as the insertion of his name in the body of the agreement may have 
been purely accidental. At any rate we will not permit it to outweigh 
other parts of the instrument, which clearly manifest the intent. 

When an agent acts within the scope of his authority, and professes 
to act in the name and behalf of his principal, he is not personally 
liable. This is the general and well settled rule. Where the question . 
of agency in making a contract arises, there is a distinction between 
instruments under seal, and those not under seal, or by parol. In the 
former case it is held the contract must be in the name of the principal, 
and must purport to be his deed, and not the deed of the agent. In the 
latter case, the question is always one of intent, and the court, being © 
untrammeled by any other consideration, is bound to give it effect. As 
the meaning of the law maker is the law, so the meaning of the contract-— 
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ing parties is the agreement. Words are merely the symbols they em- 
ploy to manifest their purpose, that it may be carried into execution. 
If the contract be unsealed and the meaning clear, it matters not how 
it is phrased, nor how it is signed, whether by the agent for the princi- 

pal or with the name of the principal by the agent, or otherwise. 
(844) Whitney v. Wyman, 101 U.S., 392; Sun Pr. & P. Asso. v. Moore, 

183 U. S., 642. In the last cited case, at page 648, it Is said: 
“The intent developed is alone material, and when that is ascertained, 
it is conclusive. Where the principal is disclosed and the agent is known 
to be acting as such, the latter cannot be made personally liable unless 
he agreed to be so. Now, while Lord is referred to in the body of the 
first writing as an individual, he signed the agreement ‘for the Sun 
Printing & Publishing Association.’ Clearly this was a disclosure of 
the principal, and an apt manner of expressing an intent to bind such 
principal.” The law as thus stated and applied, has been adopted by 
this Court and commended as having been approved by the best authori- 
ties, and as containing in itself a just and true exposition of the prin- 
ciple, which should govern in such cases. Howle v. Kerchner, 87 N. C., 
49. Ruffin, J., for the Court, says in that case: “When the form of the 
instrument clearly indicates it to be done in behalf of another, the court 
must give it the construction that it 1s not the personal contract of the 
party signing the instrument, ‘and no consideration respecting the plain- 
tiff’s remedy against any other party, should prevail with the court to 
change the contract.” Rice v. Gore, 22 Pick., 158; McBreath v. Haldi- 
mand, 1 Term, 172; Deslandes v. Gregory, 105 E. C. L. (2 El. & EL), 
610; Lyon v. Willtams, 5 Gray, 557. Fowle v. Kerchner is a very 
strong authority, for, in that case, if the defendants were not liable, 
then nobody was hable to the plaintiffs on the contract, and besides, the 
defendants signed the contract in their individual names. See, also, 
Hite v. Goodman, 21 N. C., 364; Potts v. Lazarus, 4. N. C., 180; 
Meadows v. Smith, 34 N.C., 18. 

McCall v. Clayton, 44 N. C., 422, is much like our case and governs 
it in principle. We are constrained to think this is a case of agency and 
that the agency is disclosed upon the face of the contract. Such being 

the case, Mr. Kenan was not bound by any of its terms. This 
(345) appears to us to be made perfectly clear, when we examine the 

paper in connection with the oral testimony introduced. Mr. 
Kenan was merely endorser of the note of the plaintiff to the bank. He 
was in that capacity interested, it is true, in having thé bank debt paid 
' or adjusted in some way, but there was no reason why he should become 
personally a party to the paper in order to accomplish this end. If the 
bank was paid, he was exonerated by operation of law. The bank, after 
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it had received payment in full, could not, of course, recover of him 
what his principal, Mr. Hicks, did not then owe. The evidence shows 
that Mr. Kenan had to pay $2,000 on the note, and we do not think it 
can be successfully shown to have been the intention of the parties that 
the bank should be paid out of the proceeds derived from the sale of the 
molasses, and that Mr. Kenan should lose his right to a security he held, 
for any payment he may have made on the debt to the bank. Mr. 
Kenan, as we have already said, did not hold any evidence of indebted- 
ness against Mr. Hicks, of the kind described in the contract (Exhibit 
“B.”). If he had paid anything on the note in the bank, his claim 
against Mr. Hicks was for money paid to his use. It was the intention 
to discharge the particular indebtedness described, and not any obliga- 
tion of Mr. Hicks to his surety, which was secured by collateral. The 
general question as to the construction of such contracts and the lia-. 
bility of a party who has signed in a representative capacity, is fully 
discussed by Mr. Justice Connor, in the recent case of Leroy v. Jaco- 
bosky, 136 N. C., 448. 

It is evident that Mr. Hicks was in very embarrassed circumstances, 
and was willing to surrender absolutely what he had already turned over 
to his creditors, provided he obtained a full acquittance from all further 
hability to them. The construction we have given to the agreement 
is in full harmony with this scheme, which the evidence shows to have 
been the one contemplated by the parties. It would not be just to the 
surety 1f we should hold that he must give up a security held by 
him for his indemnification, simply because his principal had (346) 
received property which may have been sufficient to satisfy his 
note, or to pay whatever sum was then due thereon, if the surety had 
sltendy incurred liability for, or paid any part of, the debt. It would 
require the plainest sort of iene to convey any such idea, and there 
is no reason why we should so hold, unless the intention to that effect 
has been clearly expressed. 

So far we have confined ourselves to the nature of the transaction as 
disclosed by the contract, and to certain phases of the evidence, but it 
seems from the latter that Mr. Kenan himself thought there was an 
understanding at the time the contract was made, that he should keep 
the Blair account, and apply it to the debt, and for this reason he re- 
fused to surrender it and added, “If you get it, it will be by lawsuit.” 
He then said that he had lost more than $2,000 by signing the note of 
Mr. Hicks to the bank. Besides, the evidence shows that the Blair ac- — 
count was not mentioned when Exhibit “B” was written and signed, 
and it was not considered in coming to the agreement embodied in that 
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We think the court erred in overruling the motion to dismiss, even 
if the evidence be viewed most favorably for the plaintiff, which is re- 
quired to be done in testing the validity of a motion to nonsuit. The 
other question, as to the competency of the oral testimony introduced 
by the plaintiff to show that the account against Blair was assigned 
as collateral security, need not be considered, as a ruling upon that 
question is rendered unnecessary by our decision of the case upon its 
full legal merits in favor of the defendant. It may be well, however, 
on that point to refer to McDowell v. Tate, 12 N. C., 949 + Knott v. 
Whitfield, 99 N. C., 76; Vestal v. Wicker, 108 N. C., 21, and Terry v. 
Robbins, 128 N. C., 140, which bear upon the question presented by the 
exception. The case first cited is very much like ours in its facts. For 

the sake of the argument, we have treated the assignment as if 
(347) it was a collateral security, and not a payment. There was 
error in the decision of the court, as above indicated. 

‘Error. 


Cited: West v. R. R., 140 N. C., 622; Alley v. Howell, 141 N. C.,, 
116; Basnight v. Jobbing Co., 148 N. C., 357; Christman v. Wiliard. 
167 N. C., 6. 





JACKSON vy. TELEGRAPH CoO. 
(Filed 17 October, 1905. ) 


Pail and Agent—Acts and Declarations of Agent—Master and 
Servant—False Imprisonment—Vindictive Damages—Abuse of Law- | 
ful Process—Issues. 


1. The court must be satisfied that an agency has been shown at least prima 
facie, before anything that the alleged agent has said or done can be sub- 
mitted to the jury as evidence. 


2; In passing upon the question of agency, the court did not err in permitting 
the jury to consider “any evidence of the acts of M. (an alleged agent), 
in connection with the work of the defendant, and whether the defendant 
was putting up the poles on the land claimed by the plaintiff, and whether 
M. was in charge of the construction work with authority, and whether he 
was in control of the labor and material and gave direction” as to how the 
work should be done. 


3. Where the servant does a wrong to a third person, the rule respondent 
superior applies, and the master must answer for the tort, if it was com- 
mitted in the course and scope of the servant’s employment and in further- 
ance of the master’s business. 
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4, A servant is acting in the course of his employment when he is engaged in 
that which he was employed to do, and is at the time about his master’s 
business. He is not acting in the course of his employment if he is en- 

_ gaged in some pursuit of his own. ; : 


5. A finding that the defendant, by its servant, caused the plaintiff to be un- 
lawfully arrested for the purpose of putting him out of the way, so that 
its agents and servants might erect its poles on his land, makes the de- 
fendant liable therefor. 


6. Where the jury found that the defendant’s agent arrested the plaintiff not 

_ because the plaintiff had assaulted him, but to put him out of the way, 
and thereby prevent his resistance to an entry upon the land, it was a 
case where vindictive damages were allowable. 


7. The jury, in addition to compensatory damages, may award exemplary, 
punitive or vindictive damages, sometimes called “smart money,” if the 
defendant has acted wantonly or with criminal indifference to civil obliga- 
tions or has been guilty of an intentional and willful violation of the 
plaintiff’s rights. 


8. In an action for abuse of process, it was not error to give the defendant’s 
prayer “that if the plaintiff assaulted M. with his gun, the latter had the 
right to have him arrested, and the defendant would not then be liable,” 
with the following qualification, “unless the jury further find that M. did 

-not have the plaintiff arrested for the assault, but in order to get rid of 
him so that defendant’s work. could go on.” 


9. An action for damages lies for the malicious abuse of lawful process, civil 
or criminal, even if such process has been issued for a just cause and is 
valid in form, and the proceeding thereon was justified and proper in its 
inception, but injury arises in consequence of abuse in subsequent pro- 
ceedings. 


10. There is no error in refusing to submit issues tendered by the appellant 
if he has the full benefit of them in those which are submitted. 


11. The court does not approve of issues which embody evidentiary facts in- 
stead of the ultimate facts to be found by the jury, but where no harm 
has come to the appellant by reason of this defect, it is not reversible 
error. 


Aocrron by ‘L. C. Jackson against American. Telephone and (348) 
Telegraph Company of North Carolina, heard by Ferguson, J., — | 
and a jury, at May Term, 1905, of Cumpmrtanp. From a judgment 
for the plaintiff, the defendant appealed: 

Plaintiff brought this action to recover damages for false imprison- 
ment. He alleged that one McManus caused a warrant to be issued by 
a magistrate for his arrest upon the charge of an assault with 
a gun, and that he was taken into custody by the sheriff and (349) 
confined in jail for about a day. There was evidence tending 
to prove the false arrest and imprisonment, and the case turns upon 
the question whether McManus acted for and in behalf of the defend- 
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ant, as its agent, in suing out the warrant. The issues submitted, with 
the answers thereto, were as follows: “1. Was J. C. McManus the 
agent of the defendant company and in charge of the work? Ans. Yes. 
2. Did J. C. MeManus procure the plaintiff to be arrested, for the pur- 
pose of getting him out of the way, in order to put up the telephone 
and telegraph poles across the plaintift’s land while he (the plaintiff) 
was under arrest? Ans. Yes. 3. Was such arrest without probable 
cause, and for the purpose of enabling the defendant’s agents and serv- 
ants to put up the telephone and telegraph poles upon said land 
claimed by the plaintiff? Ans. Yes. 4. Did the defendant company, 
by its agents and servants, put up telephone and telegraph poles across 
the land claimed by the plaintiff, while the plaintiff was under arrest, 
and still continue to keep said poles and continue to use them? Ans. 
Yes. 5. What damage, if any, is the plaintiff entitled to recover? 
Ans. $900,” 

There was evidence tending to show that the American Telephone and 
Telegraph Company was extending its line into Cumberland County, 
and that McManus was in charge of a squad of hands who were putting 
up poles and stringing wires on them near the plaintiff’s home. Plain- 
tiff testified that “McManus was having the poles put up, the wire 
strung, and telling the hands where to go and what to do, There were 
thirty-five or forty hands, and McManus was in entire control.” An- 
other witness, John C. Ratley, testified: “I saw McManus in charge 
of a crowd of hands, pushing them on, hurrying them up. I stayed with 
him a while and then came back home. He had about fifty hands.” 
There was also evidence tending to show that plaintiff had forbidden 

McManus from erecting poles on his land, and that the arrest 
(850) was made in order to put him out of the way until the work 

could be done, McManus having threatened beforehand to put 
plaintiff out of the way until the hands could do the work. The poles 
were put up and the wire strung while the plaintiff was under arrest, 
or in jail. McManus called at the home of the officer and told him he 
wanted the arrest made, and that 1t must be done that evening. He 
hired a team, and an officer went with him to the plaintiff’s house and 
made the arrest. McManus then went to the place where the hands were 
working, and said that he wanted the wire put up and that he would 
pay double wages for the work done after night. They commenced work 
about half hour after sundown and continued into the night, and the 
poles were put up and the wire strung. When plaintiff refused to 
permit them to construct the line upon his land, and ordered them to 
leave, McManus replied, “I will put you out of the way, or I will have 
the poles up before sundown.” When the case was called for trial 


286 | 


N.Q.] FALL TERM, 1905. 


JACKSON v, TELEGRAPH Co. 


before the justice, McManus failed to appear, and the plaintiff was 
discharged. The justice found that the prosecution was frivolous and 
malicious and taxed McManus with the costs. Defendant introduced 
testimony tending to show that it had two departments engaged in the 
building of its line, the right of way, and the construction departments, 
and that Fred Linson was foreman of the construction department 
and McManus was assistant foreman and employed by Linson, the lat- 
ter having been appointed by Campbell, the superintendent of construc- 
tion; that Jackson assaulted McManus with his gun, and that the ar- 
rest had nothing to do with the work of the company, and was not 
authorized by the company or any of its agents; that Jackson signed 
a “voucher” in the regular form, giving defendant the right to build, 
operate and maintain its line on the land, stating that it was his wife’s 
property, and afterwards claimed the land as his own and refused 
to carry out the agreement, and that the work was done by Linson’s 
force in the belief that defendant had secured the right to use 

it, and without any reference to plaintiff’s arrest; that none (351) 
of the agents or servants of defendant was authorized to arrest 

the plaintiff, and that McManus was not with the force when the ar- 
rest was made. These are substantially the facts which the testimony 
tended to establish on either side, and which are necessary to be stated» 
for an understanding of the case. The defendant’s counsel asked that 
certain instructions be given to the jury, which will be hereafter 
noticed. After a motion for a new trial, which was refused, judgment 
was entered upon the verdict. Defendant excepted and appealed. 


Thos. H. Sutton for plaintiff. 
N. A. Sinclair for defendant. 


Waker, J., after stating the case: The principal questions discussed 
in this Court related to the competency of the acts of McManus as proof 
of his agency for the defendant, and to the liability of the defendant 
for his conduct in unlawfully causing the plaintiffs arrest. The de- 
fendant’s counsel contended that no authority to bind the defendant had 
been shown, and that his acts were not competent to show any such 
authority, but that it must be established, if at all, by evidence inde- 
pendent of his acts and declarations. It is common learning that acts 
and declarations of a third person are not evidence against a party un- 
less such third person be his agent, and it is equally well settled that 
the agency must be first,shown, otherwise than by such acts and dec- 
larations, before they are admissible. The court must be satisfied that 
the agency has been shown, at leat prima facie, before anything that 
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the alleged agent has said or done, can be submitted to the jury as evi- 
dence. Weliams v. Williamson, 28 N. C., 281; Grandy v. Ferebee, 68 
N. C., 356; Francis v. Edwards, 77 N. C., 271; Gulbert v. James, 86 
N. ©., 244; Daniel v. BR. #., 186 N. C., 517. But this elemen- 
(352) tary rule has not been violated in this case, and the reason upon 
which it 1s founded does not apply to the evidence supposed to 
fall under its condemnation. The court expressly charged the jury 
that they must not consider any declarations of McManus upon the 
- question of his agency, but that they must first find upon the evidence, 
excluding his declarations, that he was the agent of the defendant, in 
charge of its work, and authorized to act in its behalf, in constructing 
the telegraph line, before any of his acts done, or declarations made in 
the prosecution of the agency, could become competent against the 
defendant. In passing upon the question of agency, the court did per- 
“mit the jury to consider “any evidence of the acts of McManus in con- — 
nection with the work of the defendant, and whether the defendant was 
putting up the poles on the land claimed by the plaintiff, and whether 
McManus was in charge of the construction work with authority, and 
whether he was in control of the labor and material, and gave direc- 
tions” as to how the work should be done. But what we understand 
the court to mean by this instruction is that if McManus, by and with 
authority of the company, was doing the work described, he was in law 
the agent of the company to the extent of charging it with liability 
for his acts so done in furtherance of the principal’s business, and we 
think the jury must have so understood it. Thus construed, the charge 
did not leave to the jury the bare acts of McManus as evidence of his 
agency, which would clearly have been error, but the jury were required 
to consider all the evidence for the purpose of finding whether he had 
the authority to act as he did, and the particular acts of McManus 
were mentioned so that the jury might intelligently apply the evidence, — 
and ascertain whether he possessed authority to do those particular acts. 
There was evidence of his authority, for it must be remembered that 
the defendant’s witness, Fred Linson, testified that he was foreman of 
construction, and McManus was his assistant. It makes no dif- 
(353) ference that he was employed directly by Linson, By virtue of 
his employment, he become the servant of the defendant. He 
was not, perhaps, in the strict and technical sense, its agent, but its 
servant. In either relation, the principal or the master, as the case may 
be, is chargeable with liability for his acts done in the course of his 
employment and in furtherance of the business he had in charge. 
This brings us to the consideration of the other question, as to the 
liability of the defendant for the act of McManus, in arresting the 


288 


2 


C.] | FALL TERM, 1905. 


JACKSON v. TELEGRAPH Co. 





plaintiff. Whoever commits a wrong is liable for it, and it is imma- 

terial whether it be done by him in person or by another acting by his 
authority, express or implied. Qui facit per aliwm facit per se. Upon 
this maxim of the law is founded the doctrine that the principal is 
liable for the tort of his agent, and the master for the tort of his serv- 
ant. If the wrongful act is done by express command of the master, 
or even if he has afterwards made it his own by adoption, there is no 
difficulty in applying the rule; but it is otherwise when the liability 
must proceed only from an implied authority. Where the servant does 
_a wrong to a third person, the rule of respondeat superior applies, and 
the master must answer for the tort, if it was committed in the course 
and scope of the servant’s employment, and in furtherance of the 
master’s business. “A servant is acting in the course of his employ- 
ment, when he is engaged in that which he was employed to do, and is 
at the time about his master’s business. He is not acting in the course 
of his employment, if he is engaged in some pursuit of his own. Not 
every deviation from the strict execution of his duty is such an inter- 
ruption of the course of employment as to suspend the master’s re- 
sponsibility; but, if there is a total departure from the course of the 
master’s business, the master is no longer answerable for the servant’s 
conduct.” Tiffany on Agency, p. 270. We see, therefore, that the 
master is liable, even if the act is willful and deliberate, pro- 

vided it was committed in the course of the employment and for (354) 
the master’s purposes, and not merely for the servant’s private 

ends. Tiffany, supra, 273; Pierce v. R. R., 124 N. C., 83; Cook v. RB. R., 
128 N. C., 333. In this case the Jury have found that the defendant, 
by its servant, caused the plaintiff to be unlawfully arrested for the 
purpose of putting him out of the way, so that its agents and servants 
might erect telephone and telegraph poles on his land. If this is not 
an act done in the course of the employment and in furtherance of the 
‘master’s business, for his benefit and advantage, it would be hard to 
conceive of one which would come under that class. The case is in 
principle like that of R. R. v. Harris, 122 U. 8., 597, which has, at 
least twice, been approved by this Court, Hussey v. R. R., 98 N. C., 
34; Redditt v. Mfg. Co., 124 N. C., 100. In Harris’s case the defend- 
ants by servants committed, it is true, a direct and violent trespass upon 
the lands in order to carry on their master’s work, and in doing so 
shot and injured the plaintiff; but is there any difference in law between 
the two cases? It is not the quality of the act that determines a master’s 
hability, but the fact that 1t is done by his implied direction, that is, 
within the scope of the servant’s authority, in the course of his employ- 
ment and in furtherance of his master’s interests. Daniel v. R. B., 
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supra; Daniel v. R. R., 117 N. C., 592; Kelly v. Traction Co., 188 
N. C., 418; Lovick v. R. R., 129 N. C., 497 Williams v. Gill, 122 N.C., 
967; Pisees Oe RoORS and Cook v. R. R., supra. It was in this are 
‘question for the jury under proper instructions from the court, whether 
McManus in arresting the plaintiff was performing his master’s busi- 
ness, or was engaged in some pursuit of his own. Hussey v. R. B., and 
‘Daniel v. R. R., supra; Tiffany on Agency, 271. The court charged 
fully and correctly in respect to this matter. a 7 
 Redditt v. Mfg. Co., supra; Willis v. R. R., 120 N. C., 508; Moore v. 
Cohen, 128 N. C., 845, and Daniel v. R. R., 186 N. C., 517, cited by the 
defendant’s counsel, do not militate against our conclusion in 
(855) this case. In those cases the wrongful act of the agent, at-_ 
tempted to be imputed to his principal, was clearly not within 
‘the course of the agent’s employment, or within the scope of his au- 
thority; while in this case there is evidence that the tort was committed 
directly in furtherance of the master’s business, which was then being 
performed by his servant. This distinction is recognized in the cases 
cited, especially in Willits v. R. R., supra, and in Daneel v. R. K., 136 
NG C, gue 
We will now consider the defendant’s prayers for instructions. The 
first as to the declarations of McManus was given. The second, third 
and fourth, to the effect that there was no evidence of his agency, or of 
his authority to do the particular act, were properly refused, as we have 
shown. The fifth prayer, that the acts of the agent, to bind the princi- 
-pal, must be within the scope of his authority, was not germane to the 
issues as framed, but it was substantially given by the court in charg- 
‘ing upon the issues as submitted to the jury, or the defendant at least 
got the full benefit of the instruction requested, though not in the form 
‘it was asked to be given. The seventh prayer as to punitive damages, 
was properly refused. The court charged correctly when it permitted 
‘the jury to award punitive damages. If McManus, as the jury found, 
arrested the plaintiff, not because the latter had assaulted him, but to 
‘put him out of the way, and thereby prevent his resistance to an entry 
upon the land, it was a case where vindictive damages might well be 
‘allowed by the jury in addition to compensation for the wrong. The 
‘court in its charge made the question of probable cause turn upon — 
whether the plaintiff had or had not assaulted McManus, and they hav- 
ing decided that there was no probable cause, it follows that they found 
there was no assault, and that the arrest was wholly unjustifiable, and 
a wanton, high-handed and oppressive act, for which punitive damages 
may be allowed. Remington v. Kirby, 120 N. C., 320. The 
(856) verdict was moderate, in view of the circumstances, and the 
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jury do not seem to have allowed much, if anything, in the way of 
exemplary damages. “The doctrine is well settled that the jury, in 
addition to compensatory damages, ‘may award exemplary, punitive 
or vindictive damages, sometimes called ‘smart money,’ if the defend- 
ant has acted wantonly or with criminal indifference to civil obliga- 


tions” (R. R. v. Prentiss, 147 U. S., 106), or (the defendant) has been 


guilty of an intentional and willful violation of the plaintifi’s rights. 
R. R. v. Arms, 91 U. S., 489; Hansley v. R. R., 117 N. ©., 565. In the 
sixth prayer for instructions, the defendant requested the court to 
charge that if the plaintiff assaulted McManus with his gun, the latter 
had the right to have him arrested and the defendant would not then 
be liable, which was given with the following qualification—unless the 
jury further find that McManus did not have the plaintiff arrested 
for the assault, but in order to get rid of him so that the defendant’s 
work could go on. The cause of action in the complaint is for false 
imprisonment, while the issues as framed by the court mainly presented 
a case of malicious abuse of process. In the latter, it makes no differ- 
ence whether there was probable cause for issuing the process or not. It 
differs from malicious prosecution in two respects: first, in that want 


of probable cause is not an essential element, and, second, in that it is 


“ 


not necessary that the original proceedings should have terminated; 
and it differs from false imprisonment in that, among other things, a 
warrant valid on its face is no defense if in any respect there has been 
an abuse of the process. 1 Jaggard on Torts, pp. 632-634. “An action 
for damages,” says Jaggard, “lies for the malicious abuse of lawful 
process, civil or criminal, even if. such process has been issued for a 
just cause, and is valid in form, and the proceeding thereon was justified 
and proper in its inception, but injury arises in consequence of abuse 
in subsequent proceedings.” In view of the principles stated and sup- 
ported by the authorities cited, we cannot see any error in the 
amendment by the court of the instruction asked in the sixth (357) 
prayer. The jury found that there was no assault by the plain- 
tiff, and that there was a clear abuse of the process of the court. 
We think his Honor submitted to the jury all the questions involved 
with the utmost fairness, and explained fully the principles of law 
applicable to the case. The charge was as favorable to the defendant 
as it was entitled to expect under the evidence. There was no error in 
refusing to submit the two issues tendered by the defendant. It had the 
full benefit of them, as they were embraced by those which were sub- 
mitted, and this is alt that is required. Warehouse Co. v. Oxment, 132 
N. C., 839; Deaver v. Deaver, 187 N. C., 240. 
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We do not approve of issues which, as in this case, embody evidentiary 
facts instead of the ultimate facts to be found by the jury, and which 
are therefore the only issuable facts. Grant v. Bell, 87 N. C., 34; Pat- 
ton v. R. R., 96 N. C., 455. But we cannot see that any harm has come 
to the defendant by reason of this defect in the issues, as the facts neces- 
sary to support the judgment sufficiently appear. Patterson v. Mills, 
121 N. C., 258; Ratliff v. Rathff, 181 N. C., 425. We find no reversible 
error in the proceedings of the court below. 

No error. : 


— Orted: Sawyer v. R. R., 142 N.C. 5, 8; RB. BR. v. Hardware Co., 148 

N. C., 59; Roberts v. R. R., 1b., 178; Clark v. Guano Co., 144 N. C., 
71; Stewart v. Lumber Co., 146 N. C., 68, 75, 102, 114, 115; Jones v. 
R. R., 150 N. C., 480; Wright v. R. R., 151 N. C., 534; McCormick v. 
Williams, 152 N. C., 640; Marlowe v. Bland, 154 N. C., 143;° Warren 
v. Lumber Co., ib., 88; Berry v. R. R., 155 N. ©., 292; Saunders v. Gil- 
bert, 156 N. C., 477; Dover v. Mfg. Co., 157 N. C., 327; May v. Tel. Co., 
ib., 421; Bucken v. R. R., 1b., 447; Seward v. R. R., 159 N. C., 258; 
Wright v. Harris, 160 N. C., 545; Fleming v. Knitting Mills, 161 N.C., 
439; Humphries v. Edwards, 164 N. C., 156; Moore v. R. R., 165 
N. ©., 448; Hodges v. Wilson, ib., 828; McGowan v. Mfg. Co., 167 
N. C., 196; Webd v. Tel. Co., 1b., 487; Carpenter v. Hanes, 1b., 557; 
Gurley v. Power Co., 172 N. C., 694; Realty Co. v. Rumbough, ib., 
747; Jerome v. Shaw, ib., 862; Ange v. Woodmen, 173 N. C., 35; Po- 
tato Co. v. Jeanette, 174 N. C., 240; Raley v. Stone, rb., 601; Adams v. 
Foy, 176 N. C., 696; Cotton v. Fisheries Co., 177 N. C., 59; Rivenbark 
v. Hines, 180 N. C., 242; Clark v. Bland, 181 N. C., 112; Munick v. 
Durham, 2b., 194. | 





(358) 
| HODGE y. HUDSON. 


(Filed 17 October, 1905.) 
Deeds—F raud—EHvidence. 


1. In an action by plaintiff, who was an illiterate man, to set aside a deed be- 
cause it was obtained by fraud and without consideration, evidence that . 
the defendant, an educated man and a physician, went to the plaintiff's 
premises, and representing that he had bought in an old mortgage debt, 
which plaintiff claimed had been paid, procured from the plaintiff, with- 
out any payment to him, the execution of a deed which was written by 
the defendant and was different from what was represented, and the ex- 
istence of the mortgage debt was not shown: Held, the case was properly 
submitted to the jury. | 
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2. In an action to set aside a deed for fraud, where the plaintiff had testified 
that the purport of the deed which was written by the defendant, was dif- 
ferent from what was represented, and the plaintiff could not read, it was 
competent to ask him, “Who told you that the deed conveyed all your in- 
terest in the land,” not to prove the declaration of the third party, but to 
corroborate the plaintiff that as soon as he learned that fact, he put up 
notices repudiating the deed. 


3. In an action to set aside a deed for fraud and for want of consideration, 
endorsements upon a mortgage, which the defendant claimed to have 
bought in, were properly excluded, the mortgage note not being produced. 


4. Where the mortgage debt had not been shown or proven, it was not com- 
petent to prove a declaration made by R. that she owned the debt, nor was 
the evidence as to the purchase of the mortgage by the defendant from R., 
who was not shown to have the legal title, competent. 


Action by Isham Hodge against W. L. Hudson, heard by Ferguson, J., 
and a jury, at May Term, 1905, of Cumprerianp. From a judgment 
for the plaintiff, the defendant appealed. 


N. A. Sinclair for plaintiff. | (359) 
H. L. Cook, Pou & Fuller, T. H. Sutton, and W. A. Stewart 
for defendant. 


Crark, C. J. This is an action to set aside a deed because it was 
obtained by fraudulent representations and without consideration. 
The plaintiff was an illiterate colored man, who had been in possession 
of the land for twenty-one years under a deed therefor. The defendant, 
an educated man and a physician, went to the plaintiff’s premises, and 
representing that he had bought in an old mortgage debt of plaintiff 
(which the latter claimed had been paid), procured from the plaintiff, 
without any payment to him, the deed now sought to be set aside. Both 
parties gave in their version of the transaction, and the jury found 
for plaintiff. There was evidence to permit the cause to be submitted 
to the jury and the motion for nonsuit was properly refused. 

The plaintiff testified that the deed was made on Wednesday or 
Thursday, and that he put up notices Friday or Saturday forbidding 
the defendant to come on the land. As he had testified that the pur- 
port of the deed which was written by the defendant, was different 
from what was represented, and the plaintiff could not read, it was 
competent to ask him “who told you that the deed conveyed all your 
interest in the land”—not to prove the declaration of the third party, 
but to corroborate the plaintiff that as soon as he learned that fact, 
he put up notices repudiating the deed. The endorsements upon the 
mortgage were properly excluded. The mortgage note was not pro- 
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duced, the alleged endorsements on the mortgage would not have con- 
veyed the debt, nor the property (for title in the endorsers was not 
shown), and it does not appear that the signatures of the alleged en- 
dorsers were proven. Nor was it competent to show by plaintiff that 
Louise Robeson owned the debt. It would have been only her declara- 
tion, if she had made it, the debt not being shown or proven. Besides, 

the defendant testified that he bought the mortgage from her 
(360) agent, E. Smith, her uncle, agent and former guardian; who, 

when introduced as a witness for the’ defendant, and asked if he 
had such transaction with defendant, limited his reply to a statement 
that he had never seen the alleged mortgage note. The existence of the 
note is not proven by any one, nor is its loss, if lost, attempted to be 
accounted for. The defendant’s prayers for instructions were given, ex- 
cept the fourth, which was on the reverse side of the sheet, and was 
overlooked by the court. This would not of itself correct the error in 
failing to give it, but the existence of the debt not having been shown, 
and the note not having been produced, the prayer should not have 
been given, except that part which was given in the charge. The evi- 
dence offered as to the purchase of the mortgage by the defendant from 
Louise Robeson, who was not shown to have the legal title, was irrele- 
vant. The matter at issue is whether the defendant procured the execu- 
tion of the deed by fraudulent representations, of which there was evi- - 
dence, if believed by the jury. 

It appears from the defendant’s evidence that he paid the plaintift 
nothing; the existence of the alleged mortgage debt is not shown; and 
in the conflict of the testimony as to the representations made to the 
plaintiff, the jury found that “the deed from plaintiff to the defendant 
was procured by the fraudulent ‘misrepresentatian of the defendant. “ 
The other exceptions do not require discussion. 

No error. 


Cited: Hudson v. Hodge, post, 308. 





(361) 
| COXE yv. SINGLETON. 


(Filed 24 October, 1905.) 


[ ssues—Witnesses as to Character—Impeachment of Verdicts. 


1. The issues arise upon the pleadings and not upon : evidential facts, but 
where there are no written pleadings, it is the duty of the court to so 
frame the issues after hearing the evidence, as to develop the whole case 
and to present to the jury the real issues of fact in dispute. 
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2. Where the plaintiff’s witness, on cross-examination, testified to the good. 
character of the defendant, a question on redirect examination, as to 
whether he had not heard that the defendant had committed certain of.. 
fenses, was properly excluded. 


3. An exception to the refusal of the court to set aside the verdict, because. 
several of the jurors signed a paper to the effect that they did not fully 
understand the issues and the legal effect of their findings is oupeloue 
merit, as jurors cannot be heard to impeach their verdict. 


AcTION. by Thomas OC. Coxe against. Robert Singleton, heard by 
Long, J., and a jury, upon appeal from a justice of the peace, at August’ 
Term, 1905, of Anson. 

The laine alleged that he sold the defendant certain walnut lum- 
ber at a stipulated price, $20; that the defendant refused to take and 
pay for-the same. The defendant denied the contract, and also that the 
plaintiff had performed it, alleging that the lumber tendered. was worth- 
less. The court submitted the following issues: 1. Did defendants con- 
tract with plaintiff to purchase lumber from him as alleged by plaintiff ? 
A. Yes. 2. If so, did plaintiff comply with his part of the contract and 
the terms thereof, as alleged? A. No. 8. What was the value of the 
lumber hauled be plaintiff to defendants for delivery under the alleged 
contract? A. $5. : 

Upon the finding of the jury the court dismissed the action (362) 
and the plaintiff appealed. 


Fred J. Coxe for plainteff. 
No counsel for defendant. 


Brown, J. 1. The plaintiff excepted to the issues submitted. They 
plainly cover the controversy between the parties as disclosed by the 
evidence. The issues were sufficient to enable the jury to intelligently 
find the facts in dispute, and to enable the plaintiff to present every 
view of the evidence contended for by him. It is true the issues arise 
upon the pleadings and not upon evidential facts, but where there are 
no written pleadings, as in this case, it is the duty of the court to so 
frame the issues after hearing the evidence as to develop the whole case, 
and to present to the jury real 3 issues of fact in dispute. His Honor 
did that in this case. | 

9, The witness Marshall testified to the good character of the plain- 
tiff, and also, on cross-examination, to the good character of Robert 
Singleton, one of the defendants. Upon redirect examination, the 
. plaintiff’s counsel asked the witness: “Have you not heard that the 
defendant, Robert Singleton, committed rape upon a negro girl?” 
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Also “Have you not heard that Robert Singleton padded his pay roll at 
the mill?’ These questions were excluded and the plaintiff excepted. 
We think the ruling of the court was fully sustained by the decisions 
of this Court wherein the rule of practice is fully diseussed. 8. 0. Bul- 
lard, 100 N. C., 488; 8S. v. Boswell, 138 N. C., 209; Barton v. Morphes, 
ibid., 520. 

It is to be noted, however, that the plaintiff had full benefit of the 
evidence upon cross-examination of Robert Singleton, who admitted 
that he had been accused of padding his pay roll at the mill, and had 
been charged with and acquitted of the crime of rape. 

3. The plaintiff presented to the court a paper-writing signed 

(363) by the several jurors who tried the case, to the effect that they 

did not fully understand the issues and the legal effect of their 

findings, and moved to set aside the verdict. The court declined and 

the plaintiff excepted. It is familiar learning that jurors cannot be 

heard to impeach their verdict. If that were allowed, lawsuits would 
seldom be determined. | 

The legal effect of their findings is to put an end to this case. The 
fact that the jury unnecessarily answered the third issue, 1s conclusive 
that they intended to find that the plaintiff did not perform the contract 
on his part, for if the lumber tendered was worth only $3, it. fell far 
short of the required quality, according to the plaintiff’s own version 
of the contract. | 


We think there was no error committed, and the judgment is 
Affirmed. 


Coated: S. v. Holly, 155 N. C., 498. 





LOVE v. LOVE. 
(Filed 24 October, 1905.) 


Executors and Administrators—Sale for Assets—A ppeals—Duty of 
Appellants. 


1. In a proceeding by an administrator to sell land for assets, the clerk made 
an order of sale in February, 1897, and upon the clerk’s minutes appears 
an entry of appeal by defendants (heirs-at-law.) The land was sold in 
‘April, and sale confirmed in May, 1897, and the cause appears for the 
first time on civil issue docket at January Term, 1899: Held, that a 


judgment declaring the sale void, pending the appeal, and directing a re- - 


sale, was error, as the appeal was abandoned. 
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2. Merely craving an appeal is not taking an appeal. An appellant must look 
after his case and see that his appeal is made effectual. 


Action by C. C. Love, administrator of C. C. Love, Sr., against (364) 
Rosanna Love and others, heard by Neal, J., at August Term, 

1905, of Unton. 

There is a proceeding brought by the plaintiff as administrator, 
against the widow and distributees for a settlement of his final account. 
The cause was referred to a referee; exceptions were filed to his report, 
and from the judgment rendered, plaintiff appealed. 


Redwine & Stack for the plaintiff. 
Adams, Jerome & Armfield for the defendants. 


Brown, J. Upon the coming in of the report several exceptions were 
filed by plaintiff, all of which were overruled by his Honor, except ex- 
ceptions five and nine. As there is no ninth exception his Honor evi- 
dently intended to sustain the fifth and eighth exceptions, relating to the 
taxation of costs and witness fees. After a careful investigation of the 
record, we affirm the judgment pronounced by the court below except as 
to the first and second exceptions, to conclusions of law, whereby the 
sale of the land is set aside, and a new sale ordered. It appeared that 
on 5 January, 1897, the plaintiff, as administrator, filed a petition to 
sell the land of his intestate for assets. The heirs at law answered and 
demanded a statement of an account “showing the nature and character 
of the indebtedness alleged.’ This account the clerk proceeded to take. 
On 27 February, 1897, the clerk made an order authorizing the ad- 
ministrator to sell the land described in the petition for assets, sub- 
ject, to the widow’s dower. Upon the clerk’s minutes or notes of the 
evidence and proceedings before him appear these words: “Judgment. 
Appeal by defendant.” 

The clerk certifies to us upon certiorari that the said cause appears 
for the first time on the civil issue docket at January Term, 1899. 
Notwithstanding the entry of appeal, the administrator sold the 
land on 5 April, 1897, and a decree of confirmation was entered (365) 
14 May, 1897. Jlis Honor held that the sale was void pending 
the appeal and directed a resale. In this there was error. Had the 
appeal been properly prosecuted, we would agree with his Honor and the 
able referee (Mr. Armfield), who tried this case. We think the appeal 
was abandoned, whether intentionally or not. 

This case differs materially from Lictie v. Chappell, 111 N. C., 347, 
upon which the defendants rely. Merely craving an appeal is not 
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taking an appeal. The appellant must look after his case and see that: 
his appeal is made effectual. If the clerk fail to forward the case to 
the judge, or docket it upon the regular civil issue docket (according 
to the character of the case), it was the appellant’s duty in apt time 
to apply for the proper order to compel him to do so. This appeal was 
taken in February, 1897. The appeal was not docketed until. January, 
1899—nearly two years thereafter. In the meantime the plaintiff had 
suffered the land to be sold and a decree of confirmation entered. Am 
appellant who merely prays an appeal and files his bond, is not relieved 
of further care in respect to his appeal. He must see that it is brought 
to a hearing. Wilson v. See 84 N. C., 110; Blawr v. Coakley, 136 
N. C., 409. 

The affidavit of Mr. ren returned to us along with the clerk’s 
response to the certiorari, cannot be considered by us. : 

Had it been presented to the judge of the Superior. Cour in due 
geason, he would doubtless have required the appeal to be docketed. | 

For these reasons we think the sale to Long should stand, and the ad- 
ministrator be charged with the proceeds. The judgment of the court. 
below in that respect is reversed, and the cause remanded to the end 
that a decree may be entered in seconianee with this opinion. 

Reversed. 


‘Cited: Tedder v. Deaton, 167 N. C., 480. 





(366) 
STACK v. R. R. 
(Filed 24 October, 1905.) 


Railroads—Ponding Water—Substantial I njury—Hvidence— 
Statute of Lamatations. 


1. In an action against a railroad for wrongfully ponding water by perma- 
nent structure, the cause of action is barred by the statute of limitations. 
if any substantial injury was done to the land prior to five years next 
before action brought, under Acts 1895, chap. 224. 


. Evidence that the roadbed and culvert were built more than forty years 
ago, and that the water was ponded in a manner substantially similar to | 
that now complained of, as much as ten or fifteen years ago, is sufficient to 
sustain a finding that substantial injury was done prior to five years be- 
fore action brought, though the plaintiff testified that the ponding had 

' increased of late. 
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Aotion by J. E. Stack against Seaboard Air Line Railway for wrong- 
fully ponding water on a lot owned by the plaintiff, tried by Neal, J.; 
and a jury, at August Term, 1905, of Union. 

The plaintiff alleged and offered evidence tending to show that the 
defendant’s road-bed crossed a ravine or branch at a point below a lot 
which was owned by the plaintiff; that the defendant had constructed 
a culvert or drain under its roadbed, which was insufficient to carry off 
the water of the branch in time of rain, and by reason of such defective 
and insufficient culvert, the waters of said branch were frequently ponded 
on the plaintiff’s lot, causing great damage to the same; that the culvert 
and roadbed were built some forty years ago; but had only caused sub- 
stantial damage to the plaintiff’s lot within the last four or five years. 

The defendant denied that the plaintiff owned the lot or that this was 
an insufficient structure. It also denied the damages and pleaded the 
statute of limitations, and offered evidence eoane to sustain 
its answer. (367) 

There were four issues submitted: (1) On the Seiaaies of 
the lot. (2) As to the alleged negligence of the defendant. (3) On 
the damage done, and (4) On the statute. | 

Under the share of the court, the jury answered the first three issues 
in favor of the plaintiff, and, ii response to the fourth issue, found 
that the plaintiff’s cause of action was barred by the statute of limita- 
tions. There was judgment for the defendant and the plaintiff excepted 
and appealed. — 


“Redwine & Stack for plaintiff. 
John D. Shaw and Adams, Jerome & Armfield for defendant. 


Hoke, J., after stating the case: The only exception presented for 
our consideration was for alleged, error in determination of the fourth 
issue. On that issue the court charged the jury as follows: “Is the 
plaintiff’s action barred by the statute of limitations? Your inquiry 
would be this: When did the substantial injury start, if the lot was in- 
jured? This action was instituted 6 September, 1904. The question 
now is, when did the substantial injury begin? This action began in 
1904, and if this injury began more than five years before that, it doesn’t 
make any difference who resided there, the plaintiff or some one else; 
and this injury has existed for that length of time, that is, if the sub- 
stantial injury to this property began prior to. 1 September, 1899; then 
you would answer the fourth issue ‘yes’; if you should find that it was. 
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commenced after that time you would answer ‘no’ that it was not barred. 
When did the substantial injury begin? If prior to September, 1899, 
you should answer ‘yes’; if since then, you should answer ‘no.’ ” 

This we think a correct charge, in accordance with the statute law 
governing cases of this character, and the decisions of the court. Laws 

1895, ch. 224; Beach v. R. R., 120 N. C., 502; Lasseter v. R. R., 

(368) 126 N. C., 509. | 
The plaintiff does not seriously argue that the law was incor- 
rectly stated by the judge below as an abstract proposition, but contends 
that there was no testimony before the court of any substantial injury 
done to the land prior to the five years next before institution of the 
suit, and that the judge should have so told the jury. But the case on 
appeal does not sustain this position, The evidence was to the effect 
that the roadbed and culvert were built more than forty years ago, and 
both the plaintiff and his witness, S. A. Robinson, tendered by the 
plaintiff and examined by the defendant, testified that the water was 
ponded on this lot in a manner substantially similar to that now com- 
plained of, as much as ten or fifteen years ago. True, the plaintifi’s 
testimony was to the effect that the ponding had increased of late, owing 
to certain changes in the grading and drains of the town of Monroe, 
by which the flow of the surface water into this branch had been acceler- 

ated. 

Under the charge of the court, however, the jury have determined 
that substantial injury of the kind now complained of, was done to the 
plaintiff’s property from this very structure, more than five years 
next before action brought, and has existed continuously since. As 
we have seen there was evidence to support the verdict, and on such 
finding we are clearly of opinion that the plaintiffi’s cause of action is 
barred by the statute. 

No error. 


Cited: Beasley v. R. R., 147 N. C., 365; Staton v. FB. £., 1b., 442; 
Pickett v. R. R., 1538 N. C., 150; Harnhardt v. Comrs., 157 N. C., 237; 
Campbell v. R. R., 159 N. C., 587; Duval v. R. R., 161 N. C., 450; Clark 
v. BR. R., 168 N. a 417; Barclift v. Rh, R., 175 N. C., 116: . Barcliff v. 
RL. R., 176 ING AG; 41, 
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(369) 
HALL vy. TELEGRAPH CoO. 


(Filed 24 October, 1905.) 


Telegraphs—Pleadings—Defective Demurrer—Tender of Judgment— 
Contracts. 


1. A complaint alleged that the defendant negligently failed to deliver the fol- 
lowing message sent by plaintiff from Newport News, Va., to Fayetteville, 
N. C.: “How is mother today? Let me know at once and I will come at 
once,’ and that by reason thereof the plaintiff suffered mental anguish, 
knowing that his mother was sick and that he was foreed to go to Fay- 
etteville. at great expense; and that when he reached there he found his 
mother better: Held, that a demurrer for that no mental anguish was re- 
coverable was properly overruled, as the cost of the trip is an element 
of damage, and the allegations as to mental anguish is not stated as a 
separate cause of. action, but as a further element of damage. 


2. There is no law or practice which will permit a tender or judgment of one 
dollar as nominal damages as an aid to a defective demurrer. 


38. The complaint averring that the contract was made in Virginia, the rights 
of the parties will be determined by the laws of Virginia, so far as the 
same apply. 


Action by M. H. Hall against Western Union Telegraph Co., heard 
by Ferguson, J., on demurrer, at May Term, 1905, of Cumprrbanp. 
From a judgment overruling the demurrer, the defendant appealed. 


Rose & Rose for plaintiff. 
Busbee & Busbee and R. C. Strong for defendant. 


Hoxz, J. After some formal allegations, the plaintiff complains 
and alleges as follows: “That on 7 October, 1902, the plaintiff delivered 
to the agent of the defendant, at its office in Newport News, Virginia, 
the following message: John Hall, care of Mr. Herbert Lutter- 
loh, Fayetteville, N. C. How is mother today? Let me know (370) 
at once and I will come at once. Miles Hall,” and that the 
plaintiff duly paid the defendant the amount charged for the trans- 
mission and delivery of the message to the sendee, named therein, and 
the defendant collected the charges therefor. 

That the message was received by the defendant at its office in Fayette- 
ville, N. C., but on account of the carelessness, negligence and grogs in- 
difference on the part of the defendant, the message was never delivered 
to either the sendee or Herbert Lutterloh. 
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That the sendee, and especially Herbert Lutterloh, is well known to 
the defendant’s agent in Fayetteville, N. C., and the message could have 
been delivered to either of them soon after its receipt. 

That the defendant, having by its carelessness and negligence, failed 
to deliver the message to the sendee named therein, negligently and eare- 
lessly failed to notify the plaintiff of the non-delivery of the same, so 
that he might be able to give a better address, or to pay any additional 
charges for its delivery, if any such should be necessary. 

8. That by reason of the aforesaid carelessness, negligence and gross 
indifference on the part of the defendant, the plaintiff suffered great 
mental anguish by not hearing as to his mother’s condition, and, knowing 
that she was sick and not being able to hear from her by reason of the 
defendant’s gross negligence, he was forced to come to Fayetteville, 
N. C., to his great expense and loss of time from his work, to wit, in 
the sum of $1,500; that upon his arrival at Fayetteville, N. C., he found 
that his mother’s condition was much better, and, had the message been 
delivered, his mental suffering would have heen relieved, and he would 
not have been forced to leave his work and put to the expense of coming 
to Fayetteville; that the plaintiff has made demand upon defendant for 

damages he has suffered, but defendant refuses and still neglects 
(371) and refuses to pay him therefor. | 
9, That at the time of the aforesaid negligent conduct of the 
defendant, the following was the statute law of the State of Virginia 
relative to such matters as he is informed and believes: 

“An act in relation to special damages recoverable of a telegraph 
company, approved 2 March, 1900. | 

“1. Be it enacted by the General Assembly of Virginia that all tele- 
graph companies shall be liable for special damages occasioned by the 
negligent failure of their operators or servants in receiving, copying, 
transmitting or delivering dispatches, or of the disclosure of the con- 
tents of any private dispatch to any person other than him to whom it 
was addressed, or his agent, the amount of these damages to be de- 
termined by the jury upon the facts in each case. Grief and mental 
anguish occasioned to the plaintiff by the aforesaid negligent failure 
may be considered by the jury in the determination of the quantum of 
damages. Special damages recoverable under this act shall not be barred 
by regulations of the company concerning the repeating of messages, or 
by any special undertaking to relieve the company from the consequence 
of its own negligence. 2. That it shall be in force from its passage.” 

Wherefore the plaintiff demands judgment against the defendant for 
the sum of $1,500, the costs of this action, and such other and further 
relief as he may be entitled to in the premises. 7 
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‘The defendant demurs and for cause shows: “The defendant demurs 
to the amended complaint for that 1t does not in whole or in part, or in 
any part thereof, state facts sufficient to constitute a cause of action. 
1. No damages for mental anguish can be recovered under the allega- 
-tions of paragraph 8 of the complaint, the same being purely specula- 
-tive, and furthermore, contrary to the language of the written message 
forming the basis of this action, and not in contemplation of the 
‘parties to the contract of the transmission and delivery thereof. (372) 
2. No damages for mental anguish can be recovered under the 
allegations of paragraph 9 thereof, which sets forth that upon the ar- | 
‘vival of the plaintiff at Fayetteville, he found that his mother’s con- | 
dition was much better, and had the message been delivered, his mental 
‘suffering would have oan relieved, and he would not have cen forced 
‘to leave his work and put to the expense of going to Fayetteville. But 
if the court should be of opinion, based upon the allegations in the com- 
‘plaint, that the plaintiff should recover nominal damages, the defend- 
-ant hereby tenders to the plaintiff the sum of one dollar as such damagés, 
and the costs of the action to the time of the trial hereof, upon this de- 
murrer. Therefore the defendant prays that it go hence without day.” 
An agreement entered into by counsel 1s made a part of the record 
in the cause as follows: “Fayetteville, N. C.,10 May, 1905. It is agreed 
that the copy of the Acts of the Assembly (Virginia, 1899-1900), in the 
hands of Rose & Rose, attorneys, be accepted as the statute of Virginia 
in the case of Miles Hall v. Western Union Telegraph Co., and that the 
ease of Connelly v. Western Union Telegraph Co., 100 Va.—hbe accepted 
as oa law of the State of Virginia, upon all points therein, in the same 
case.’ 

This agreement, while somewhat unusual in aid se a demurrer, can, 
we think, be given effect by considering the same as if it had been writ- 
ten into the complaint, and such was no doubt the design and intent 
of the parties. Giving the agreement such placing, however, we are 
of the opinion that the jueement overruling the demurrer should be | 
affirmed. 

Here is a plain and concise statement of a cause of action for breach 
of contract, in the negligent failure of the defendant company to deliver 
a telegram. It would seem that the character and urgency of the mes- 
sage were such as to notify the defendant that unless a satisfactory 
answer was received in regular course of transmission, the plain- 
tiff would go to Fayetteville, which in fact he did, Satis to (373) 
the allegations of the complaint. If this be the correct and 
reasonable interpretation of the message, the cost of the trip to Fayette- 
ville would be an element of damage. There is an additional allegation 
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addressed to the question of mental anguish. This is not stated as a 
separate cause of action at all, but only as a further element of damage. 
Tts consideration may or may not arise on the further hearing, and in 
any event the demurrer which seeks to eliminate this feature of the 
plaintifi’s demand at the present stage of his case, is irregular and de- 
fective. Giving such defect its technical term, we should say the de- 
murrer is too broad. It goes to the entire complaint and this, as we 
have seen, contains a good cause of action well pleaded, and if the facts 
can be proved as alleged, the plaintiff can recover some damage. 

The defendant seems to have been sensible of this difficulty, as he 
tenders a judgment of one dollar as nominal damage, but we are aware 
of no law or practice which will permit a tender as an aid to a defec- 
tive demurrer. Code, section 575, e¢ seg., provides that such a tender 
may accompany an answer, and this alone is its proper placing so far 
as a pleading is concerned, or in reply to a counterclaim. 

The complaint averring that the contract was made in Virginia, the 
rights of the parties to this controversy will be determined by the laws 
of Virginia, so far as the same apply. Bryan v. Tel. Co., 1838 N. C., 
607; Hancock v. Tel. Co., 187 N. C., 497. 

Both a statute of the State of Virginia and a decision of the Su- 
preme Court construing the same are set forth in the complaint and ad- 
mitted—the one by the demurrer, and the other by the agreement. 

But we do not think it desirable or proper that we should discuss or 
decide the rights of the parties under the law until the facts are before 

us, after proceedings had in accordance with the course and 
(374) practice of the court. Judgment overruling demurrer is affirmed. 
No error. | 


Connor, J., concurs in result. 


Brown, J., did not sit on the hearing of this case. 


Cited: Cannady v. R. F., 143 N, C., 448; Helms v. Tel. Co., ob., 394; 
Johnson v. Tel. Co., 144 N. C., 418, 416; Penn. v. Tel. Co., 159 N. C., 
312, 315. 
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PERRY v. INSURANCE ASSOCIATION. 
(Filed 24 October, 1905. ) 


Corporations—Contracts of Mutual Insurance Companies—O ficers— 
— Rights of Policy Holders—Dissolution—Personal Tiability of Offi- 
cers—Remedy. 


1. The law will not permit persons to hold themselves out as officers of a cor- 
poration, make contracts, assume liabilities, receive money, ete, and 
avoid all responsibility by simply denying the existence of the corpora- 
tion, or the agency through which it professes to act. 


2. The courts seek to sustain ‘and enforce contracts of mutual insurance com- 
panies, by looking to the substance and intention, rather than by adopting 
a technical or strained construction. 


3. Neither officers nor members of corporations can evade their plain duty to 
those with whom contracts are made, by dissolving the organization and 
leaving creditors unprovided for, 


4, Where the members of mutual insurance companies have enjoyed the pro- - 
tection which membership affords, they cannot, after a loss has been sus- 
tained, withdraw and refuse to pay their portion of the loss. 


5. The right of each policyholder in the defendant company is to have an 
assessment made to pay his loss, and he has no claim upon an amount 
paid to another policyholder. 


6. The plaintiff cannot hold the officers of the defendant association person- 
ally liable for his judgment against it, because they procured its dissolu- 
tion and the formation of a new company. 


7. The plaintiff may, by motion in the cause in which he obtained judgment, 
have an order directed to the defendant corporation to have the aSSess- 
ment made according to its charter and by-laws, and the court has power 
to enforce its performance by appropriate orders. 


Action by T. J. Perry against Farmers’ Mutual Fire Associa- (875) 
tion of North Carolina and others, heard by Ward, J, and a jury, 
at February Term, 1905, of Uwion. 

Plaintiff esha rel ‘idemene in the Superior Court of Union County — 
against the Farmers’ Mutual Fire Insurance Association upon a policy 
issued by said corporation, “by and through the Union and Stanly 
Branch.” The judgment was affirmed by this Court at the February 
Term, 1903 (132 N. C., 288.) It appearing from the record in that 
cause that the Union and Stanly Branch had ceased to exist and that its 
liabilities had been assumed by the Union Branch, judgment was directed 
to be entered that the amount be paid by assessments upon the members 
of that Branch, which was done at the next succeeding term of the court. — 
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The judgment not having been paid, plaintiff instituted the present 
action against the corporation, the Farmers’ Mutual Fire Insurance 
Association, and W. H. Phifer and James McNeely. In the complaint 
it is alleged, in addition to the foregoing facts, that the defendant Phifer 
is president, and McNeely is secretary and treasurer of said Union 
County Branch. That by the provisions of the charter of the defend- 
ant, the terms of the policy, and the judgment thereon, it was the duty 
of the president of the Union County Branch of said corporation to 
levy an assessment upon all the members of said branch, sufficient to pay 
the said judgment. That demand was made therefor and refused. That 
since the rendition of said judgment, the said branch, through its 
(376) officers, have paid on account of claims against it, an amount 
more than sufficient to pay the same. That more than one hun-. 
dred dollars have been paid to the defendants, the president and the sec- 
retary and treasurer, on account of salaries and commissions, and $223 
paid to B. D. Austin on a claim which had no preference over the plain- 
tiff. ee 
That since the rendition of said judgment the defendants, the president 
and secretary, with the intent and for the purpose of preventing the 
plaintiff from collecting his judgment, called a meeting of the members 
of said corporation living in Union County and composing said Union 
County Branch, and attempted to dissolve said branch, and to form | 
another association, of which the defendant, W. H. Phifer, is president, 
and James McNeely is secretary and treasurer. That the holders of 
the policies in the Union County Branch were permitted to surrender 
their policies therein and take out other policies in the new corporation, 
without the payment of any fee, while new members were required to 
pay an entrance fee of fifty cents. The plaintiff asks that a mandamus 
issue commanding the defendant, W. H. Phifer, to levy an assessment 
sufficient to pay his judgment, and for a personal judgment against the 
defendant Phifer and McNeely. The defendant corporation filed no 
answer. The defendants, Phifer and McNeely, joined in an answer in 
which they say that there is a misjoinder of causes of action. They deny 
that there was ever organized any such branch of the defendant corpora- 
tion as the Union County Branch. That if there was ever such a branch, 
it was not sued by the plaintiff, nor was any Judgment ever recovered 
by plaintiff against such branch. Nor was the defendant corporation 
ever sued on account of any liability of such branch. They deny that 
any demand was made on the Union County Branch to levy an assess- 
ment to pay plaintifi’s judgment, for the reason that there was never 
any such branch upon which to make a demand. They admit the pay- 
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ment of the amounts as alleged, but deny that plaintiff had any claim 

or lien thereon. They aver that in some litigation pending in 

the Superior Court of Union County it was adjudged that the (377) 
Union and Stanly County Branch had ceased to exist, and no 

such branch as the Union County Branch had been organized. That 
thereupon a new corporation was chartered and organized under the 
corporate name of “The Farmers’ Mutual Fire Insurance Company of 
~ Union County.” That said corporation had no connection with the de- 
fendant corporation or any of its branches, and is not successor thereto. 
They deny that they have ever attempted to defeat the payment of plain- 
tiff’s judgment. At the close of the evidence plaintiff withdrew his de- 
mand for a mandamus against the Farmers’ Mutual Fire Insurance Asso- 
ciation of North Carolina; defendants Phifer and McNeely moved for 
a judgment of nonsuit, which was allowed; plaintiff excepted and ap- 
pealed. | 


Adams, Jerome & Armfield for plaintiff. 
Redwine & Stack for defendant, McNeely. 


. Connor, J., after stating the case: Several interesting questions in 
regard to the ioht of the plaintiff to enforce the payment of his judg- 
ment by mandamus directed to the defendant corporation are eliminated 
by his course in withdrawing any demand therefor. When the appeal in 
the original action was before us, 1t appeared that the Union and Stanly 
County Branch, through which the policy was issued, had separated, 
and that the Union County Branch had assumed the liabilities of the 
original branch. We are not sure that we understand what is meant by 
the allegation in the answer that there was never any Union County 
Branch of the defendant corporation. We would be unwilling to think 
that the officers of the defendant corporation would issue to its mem- 
bers a policy of insurance for which no one, either individually or cor- 
porately, was liable. If so improbable a thing was done, the per- 
sons issuing the policy and receiving plaintiffs money upon assess- (878) 
ments, would be liable for damages in another form of action. The 
record shows that while plaintiff’s policy was in force, and after the d1- 
vision of the branch, assessments were levied upon and paid by the plain- 
tiff to meet losses sustained “since the division of the Union and Stanly 
County Branch.” The record contains several notices to plaintiff, issu- 
ing from the “Office of W. H. Phifer, President Union County Branch 
of the Farmers’ Mutual Fire Insurance Association, of North Carolina,” 
signed by “James McNeely, Secretary and Treasurer,’ and marked 
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“paid” by him. We presume that notwithstanding this testimony which 
causes us, as 1t 1s well calculated to cause others, to suppose that some 
one was responsible upon contracts made and for money paid pursuant 
to those notices, there is some legal reason why the Union County Branch 
was at all times a myth, with capacity to take in, but none to pay out 
money. After a second careful examination of the charter of this cor- 
poration, we are not sufficiently astute to perceive why some one, either 
corporate or natural, is not responsible to the plaintiff upon his contract, 
or for damages for inducing him to enter into it. The loss was adjusted 
by the duly appointed officers. His money was received both before and 
after the fire, and a jury have found every controverted fact in his favor. 
While it must be conceded that the organization of the defendant cor- 
poration is somewhat peculiar, we have discovered nothing in the record 
to cause us to change our opinion that the “Union Branch is liable to 
the plaintiff, and if the defendant fails or refuses to make the assess- 
ment, the plaintiff would be entitled to a mandamus compelling it to do 
so. The Union Branch is not a corporation, and is not a party to this 
action. The remedy must be worked out through the defendant corpora- 
tion.” Perry v. Ins..Asso., 182 N. C., 288. The contract of insurance 
was with the defendant corporation “through the Union and Stanly 

County Branch.” The by-laws put in evidence, provide that “it 
(379) shall be the duty of the president of any branch of this associa- 

tion to sign all policies issued through said branch, and order all 
assessments after they have been properly adjusted.” It cannot be that 
the law will permit persons to hold themselves out as officers of a cor- 
poration, make contracts, assume liabilities, receive money, etc., and 
avoid all responsibility by simply denying the existence of the corpora- 
tion or the agency through which it professes to act. It is evident that 
the defendant corporation was organized for the purpose of affording 
persons residing in the county, an opportunity to insure their property | 
at a low rate fixed by actual losses and small amount for expenses. It 
was not contemplated that the corporation should have any capital stock 
or surplus fund. The security of the member was to depend upon the 
prompt assessment upon, and payment by each member, of the amount 
necessary to pay the loss. The business was to be conducted by branches 
formed in the several counties, each branch being, in respect to its poli- 
cies and losses, independent. This is all simple and plain, but the suc- 
cess of the plan is necessarily very largely dependent upon the good faith 
of the members and managers. It is well known that the parties are not 
experienced in the business of insurance, or the management of corpora- 
tions. The courts have sought to sustain and enforce such contracts by 
looking to the substance and intention, rather than by adopting a tech- 
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nical or strained construction. Bacon’s Benefit Soc., sec. 178. While 
it is not perfectly clear how the remedy for failure to levy and collect 
the assessment is to be worked out, we have no doubt that an order may 
be formulated which will enforce the discharge of duty imposed by the 
charter. Neither officers nor members of corporations can evade their 
plain duty to those with whom contracts are made, by dissolving the or- 
ganization and leaving creditors unprovided for. To permit this to be 
done would invite and encourage dishonesty and fraud. If the 

corporation has property, it is impressed with a trust for the (380) 
benefit of creditors. If there are unpaid subscriptions to the 

stock, the courts enforce their collection and appropriation upon the 
same principle. Foundry Co. v. Killian, 99 N. C., 501. We do not doubt 
that in mutual insurance companies, amounts due upon assessments al- 
ready made, or to be made to pay losses accrued, the same principle is 
applicable. It cannot be that where all the members have enjoyed the 
protection which membership affords, they can, after a loss has been sus- 
tained, withdraw and refuse to pay their portion of the loss. 21 A. & E. 
(2 Ed. ), 277. It is well settled that when several persons partici- 
pate in the irregular organization of a corporation, they cannot avoid 
responsibility to its creditors by showing the invalidity of the organiza- 
tion. Foundry Co. v. Killian, supra. The plaintiff, however, waives, in 
this action, his remedy by mandamus and seeks to hold the defendants, 
Phifer and McNeely, liable personally. This claim is based upon two 
grounds: 1. That they paid to themselves, as commissions and salary, 
$126, and to B. D. Austin $223. The plaintiff is confronted with the 
objection that he has no claim upon this fund. It does not clearly appear 
how or from what source it originated. The right of each policy holder 
is to have an assessment made to pay his loss. It is from this source 
alone that he is to be paid. This is apparent from an examination of the 
by-laws, and the notices sent to each member, set out in the record. It — 
therefore follows that the plaintiff had no claim upon or right to the 
amount paid Austin. If it was improvidently paid, the officers are liable 
to the corporation. 2. The plaintiff’s next claim is that the defendants 
are liable personally for that they procured the dissolution of the Union 
Branch and the formation of a new company. As we have seen, the de- 
fendants, Phifer and McNeely, had no power to so dissolve the Union 
Branch or withdraw its members from the corporation as to affect 

their liability to the plaintiff. They had a right, if they saw fit, (381) 
to charter and organize a new corporation, and to prescribe the 

terms upon which members should be admitted or policies issued. This 
left the legal status of the plaintiff unimpaired. We cannot perceive 
how any cause of action accrued to the plaintiff by the formation of the 
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new company. It does not appear that the new company took over any 
assets of the Union County Branch, and it expressly refused to assume 
any liability for plaintiff’s judgment. So far as the record shows, the 
members of the Union Branch of the defendant company have never re- 
fused to pay plaintiff’s judgment. They have never been called upon to 
do so by an assessment. We are of the opinion that the judgment of non- 
suit was properly ordered. While we can see much practical difficulty 
in enforcing the payment of an assessment when made, we can see no 
reason why, by motion in the original cause, the plaintiff may not have 
an order directed to the defendant corporation to have the assessment 
made pursuant to its charter and by-laws. If the officers should refuse to 
discharge their duty, we do not doubt that power resides in the court to 
enforce its performance, or to appoint a receiver with directions to make 
and collect the assessment. If this is not so, the maxim, that there is no 
wrong without a remedy, is not true. 

The judgment miust be 

_ Affirmed. 


Cited: McIver v. Hardware Co., 144 N. C., 489. 


q 





(382) | | 
TROUSER CO. v. RAILROAD, 
(Filed 24 October, 1905.) 


Railroads—Inabihity for Baggage—Merchandise as Baggage—I nsurer— 
Warehouseman—Degree of Care Required. 


1. If a railroad company receives for carriage, from a passenger, trunks con- 
taining merchandise or articles other than the personal baggage of the 
passenger, with knowledge of their contents, it is liable on its contract as 
an insurer for any loss of or damage to the property, not resulting from 
the aet of God or the public enemy. ; 


2. While the obligation of a carrier of passengers is limited to ordinary bag- 
gage, yet if it knowingly permits a passenger, either with or without pay- 
ment of an extra charge, to take articles as baggage which are not prop- 
erly such, it will be liable for their loss or for damage to them, though 
it may have been without any fault. 


8. When the baggage has arrived at its destination and has been deposited at 
the usual or customary place of delivery and kept there a sufficient time 
for the passenger to claim and remove the same, the company’s liability 
as a common carrier ceases, and it is thereafter liable only as a ware- 
houseman, and bound to the use of ordinary care. 
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4, Although a carrier has no knowledge of the contents of trunks which con- 
tain samples, yet some care at least should be taken of the trunks after 
they arrive at their destination, and it has no right to leave them for 
three days on the platform of its depot exposed to the weather. 


Action by Charlotte Trouser Co. against Seaboard Air Line Railway 
Co., heard by Neal, J., and a jury, at August Term, 1905, of Union. 

Action for injury to sample trunks. One J. D. Futch, plaintiff’s trav- 
eling salesman, boarded, with defendant’s permission, one of its 
freight trains with a caboose, on which he had been accustomed (383) 
to travel, at Wingate, for Monroe, and delivered at the same time 
to defendant, two trunks containing samples to be carried with him on 
said train to his destination. Futch paid his fare to-the conductor, but 
nothing extra for the baggage. The train stopped at the freight depot 
in Monroe, which, defendant contended upon the evidence, was its usual 
stopping place where baggage carried on that train was received and de- 
livered, though it appeared that the baggage room was in the passenger 
depot, not far away. The trunk was placed on the platform of the 
freight depot, and remained there from Friday, the day of arrival, until 
the next Monday. There was a rain Sunday at noon, which greatly 
damaged the samples. The transfer clerk at the freight depot, about an- 
hour after the train arrived, promised Futcli to take care of his trunks, 
and transfer them to the passenger depot, where he expected to get them 
the next Monday, as Saturday was a holiday, and he supposed that he 
could not get them on that day or Sunday. There was testimony tending 
to show that Futch delivered the trunks to the conductor of the train as 
baggage, and the latter knew what they contained. Issues were submitted 
as to negligence, contributory negligence and damages, to each of which 
the jury responded in favor of the plaintiff. After overruling a motion 
for a new trial, judgment was entered on the verdict, and the defendant 
appealed. | | 


Redwine & Stack for plaintiff. 
J.D. Shaw and Adams, Jerome & & Armfield for enn 


Waker, J., after stating the case: It is settled by the great weight 
of authority, that if a*railroad company receives for carriage, from a 
passenger, trunks containing merchandise or articles other than the per- 
sonal baggage of the passenger, with knowledge of their contents, it is 
liable on its contract as an insurer for any loss of, or damage to 
the property, not resulting from the act of God or the public (384) 
enemy. Af. Rf. v. Swift, 12 Wall. 262; R. R. v. Bowler, 57 Ohio 
St., 38; #. BR. v. Berry, 60 Ark., 433; Jacobs v. Tutt, 33 Fed., 412; R. R. 
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v. Carrow, 73 Ill, 348; R. R. v. Conklin, 32 Kan., 55; Humphrey v. 
| Perry, 148 U.S., 627; RB. BR. v. Hochstim, 67 I., App., 514; Oakes v. | 
R. R., 20 Ore., 392. It is in such a case held to the full measure of its — 
-common-law liability for the reason so well expressed by Justice Field in 
the case first cited: “If at any time reasonable ground existed for refus- 
ing to receive and carry passengers applying for transportation, and their 
baggage and other property, the company was bound to insist upon such 
ground if desirous of avoiding responsibility. If not thus insisting, it 
received the passengers and their baggage and other property, its liabil- 
ity was the same as though no ground for refusal had ever existed.” The 
same case and many other authorities also establish the proposition 
_ that while the obligation of a carrier of passengers is limited to ordi-. 
nary baggage, yet if it knowingly permits a passenger, elther with or 
without payment of an extra charge, to take articles as baggage which 
are not properly such, it will be liable for their loss or for damage to 
them, though it may have been without any fault. Oakes v. BR. £., 20 
Ore., 392; Macrow v. R. R., L. RB. 6 Q. B., 612; BR. BR. v. Bowler, supra. 
When the baggage has arrived at its destination, and has been deposited 
at the usual or customary place of delivery, and kept there a sufficient 
time for the passenger to claim and remove the same, the company’s ha- 
bility as a common carrier ceases, and it is thereafter liable only as a 
warehouseman, and bound to the use of ordinary care. This newly 
arisen duty requires the company to place the baggage in a proper and 
suitable place, such for example, as a baggage room, and then to exercise 
ordinary care and diligence in safely keeping it there, and, wher- 
(385) ever the place of deposit may be, in seeing that the baggage is pro- 
tected from injury by exposure to the weather, or by other cause. 
Haegar v. R. R., 68 Wis., 100. If a railway company, without knowing 
their contents, receives from a passenger trunks to be carried over its 
line, which contain articles other than personal baggage, such as mer- 
chandise, some of the courts hold that while the company 1s not lable as 
a common carrier for any loss of or damage to the merchandise, it is 
bound by the law to the exercise of ordinary care in handling the trunks 
and for any loss or damage resulting from the failure to use such care, 
the company is liable to the passenger, it having assumed the relation to 
the property of an ordinary bailee, the duty of the latter being to take 
such care of the property as an ordinarily prudent man would of his own, 
under like circumstances, Pennsylvania Co. v. Miller, 35 Ohio St., 541; 
and other courts hold that the company is liable, as a gratuitous bailee, 
only for gross negligence; Humphreys v. Perry, 148 U. S., 627; A. R. v. 
Carrow, 78 Ill., 348; and still other courts hold that the passenger cannot 
recover at all, there being no.contract as to any article not baggage, and no 
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consideration paid for its carriage or its care, Bluemantle v. R. R., 127 
Mass., 322; although it was held by the same court, which decided Blue- 
mantle’s case, that 1t would undoubtedly be competent for a railway com- 
pany to agree to transport, at its risk, merchandise by its train for the 
price of the ticket sold to the passenger. Alling v. R. R., 126 Mass., 131. 
The subject is fully discussed and the authorities collated in 2 Fetter Car- 
riers of Passengers, secs. 587 to 614. 

It clearly appears from the form of the issues, that the court below 
tried this case upon the theory that the defendant was liable as a bailee, 
only for negligence, and not that it could be held to answer, as an in- 
surer, by virtue of its common law liability as a carrier. 

_ If care is required to be used by the company where the character of 
the articles is not disclosed, some difficulty is found in determin- 

ing the exact measure of responsibility, because some courts have ( 386) 
‘held that the negligence must be gross. It was said by Baron 

Rolfe (afterwards Lord Cranworth), in Wilson v. Brett, 11 M. & W., 
118, that gross negligence is ordinary negligence with a vituperative 
epithet, and the court in R. R. v. Arms, 91 U. 8., 489, adopting the view 
of Baron Rolfe, which had been approved in Beal v. R. R., 3 H. & C., 337, 
and Grill v. Collier Co., L. R., 1 C. P., 600, said that “gross negligence” is 
a relative term, and is doubtless to be considered as meaning a greater 
want of care than is implied by the term “ordinary negligence,” but, after 
all, it means the absence of the care that was necessary under the circum- 
stances, or that it was the duty of the defendant to use. In this case, 
while the court refused to give the instruction asked by the defendant 
in its first prayer, it did give the one contained in the second prayer, 
which, with the general charge, sufficiently called upon the jury to find 
whether the defendant’s conductor knew there were samples in the trunk ; 
and we think the verdict, which should be read in the light of the evi- 
dence and the charge, clearly indicates that they did so find. The evi- 
dence in regard to this knowledge was positive and unequivocal. The 
witness Futch testified that he delivered the trunks to the defendant as 
baggage, and that the conductor knew what they contained. The con- 
ductor was not introduced as a witness, nor was there any evidence 
offered to contradict this statement. The defendant introduced no evi- 
dence at all. In the state of the proof, the judge would have been well 
warranted in charging the jury that, if they believed the facts to be as 
stated in Futch’s testimony, they should answer the issues as to negli- 
gence and contributory negligence in favor of the plaintiff. If the 
defendant knew that the trunks contained samples, and nevertheless, re- 
ceived them as baggage, it was certainly liable for any loss sustained, if, 
after the plaintiff had a reasonable time to claim and remove the 


318 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. . £1389 


| Masry v. R. R. 


(387) trunks, it failed to take ordinary care of them. If it had no 
inowledze of their contents, we yet think that some care, at least, 
should have been taken of the trunks, and that as matter of law it 
had no right to practically abandon them, or leave them for three days 
on the platform of its depot building exposed to the weather. This was 
certainly not ordinary care, but in our opinion, was the very smallest 
degree of care, if care at all, that could have been exercised under the 
circumstances. The best considered cases, and the most numerous, bind. 
us on the point that the defendant must have exercised some degree of 
care before it can be relieved of liability. In the view we take of it, 
there is no element of contributory negligence in the case. The only 
question 1s, did the defendant do its duty with reference to the care of 
the trunks, after they reached their destination at Monroe? and, upon 
the. mucontrovertad facts, we are of the opinion that it did not. There 
was no error committed by the court in the trial below. 
No error. 


Cited: Brick v. R. f., 145 N. C., 206; Kindley v. R. #.,151 N. C., 213. 





(388) 
MABRY vy. R. R. 
(Filed 31 October, 1905.) 


Railroads—N egligence—Liability of Lessor—Fellow-servant Act— 
Master and Servant. 


1, Tie North Carolina Railroad Company is responsible for actionable negli-. 
gence of the Southern Railway Company done in the operation of the road. 
under the former’s lease, and in the exercise of its franchise. 


2. One effect of the Fellow-servant Act (ch. 57, Private Laws 1897) is to abol- 
ish, so far as railroads are concerned, the doctrine known as the Fellow- . 
servant Doctrine, and make the company responsible for the negligent 
acts of its employees in the course of their service or employment, when 
by reason of such negligence a fellow servant or other employee is in- 
jured. 


Action by J. C. Mabry against North Carolina Railroad Company,. 
heard by Peebles, J., and a jury, at June Term, 1905, of GuiztForp. 

This was an action to recover damages for personal injuries caused by 
the alleged negligence of the Southern Railway Company. The ordi- 
nary issues in actions for negligence were submitted. There was evi- 
dence of plaintiff tending to show that plaintiff, an employee of the 
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Southern Railway Company, operating the defendant’s road under a 
lease, while in discharge of his duty as such employee, was seriously 
injured by the negligence of two fellow servants, also In service of the 
same company, and so engaged at the time. - oiiere was evidence of 
defendant adverse to the claim of plaintiff. Verdict and judgment for 
plaintifi, and defendant excepted and appealed. 


Stedman & Cooke for plaintiff. 
King & Kimball for defendant. 


Hoxs, J. It has been settled by repeated and well considered (389) 
decisions of this Court that defendant company is responsible for 
actionable negligence of the Southern Railway Company, done in the - 
- operation of the road under defendant’s lease, and in the exercise of its 
franchise. Aycock v. R. R., 89 N. C., 321; hegen v. R. R., 116 N. C., 
940; Harden v. R. R., 129 N. C., 354. The statute, chapter 56, Private 
Laws 1897, sec. 1, enacts: “That any servant or employee of any railroad 


company operating in this State, who shall suffer injury to his person, _ 


_ or the personal representative of any such servant or employee, who shall 
suffer death, in the course of his service or employment with said com- 
pany, by the negligence, carelessness or incompetency of any other serv- 
ant, employee or agent of the company, or by any defect in the machin- 
ery, ways or appliances of company, shall be entitled to maintain an 
action against such company.” 

One effect of this statute is to abolish, so far as railroads are con- 
cerned, the doctrine known as the fellow servant doctrine, and make the 
company responsible for the negligent acts of its employees in the course 
of their service or employment, when by reason of such negligence, a 
fellow servant or other employee is injured. 

We have carefully examined the record and the exceptions presented 
for our consideration, and find no reversible error in the charge of the 
court or the conduct of the trial. 

The jury have accepted the version of the occurrence given by the 
plaintiff, and, taking this to be true, the petnue had a clear cause of 
action. | 

There is no error, and the judgment below must be 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Wright v. R. R., 151 N. C., 5381; Twiddy v. Lumber Co., 154 
N. C., 2389; Hall v. RB. B., 178 N.C., 610. 
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(390) 
BRAY v. INSURANCE CO. 


(Filed 31 October, 1905.) 
Fire Insurance—Iron Safe Clause Construed. 


1. The provisions in the “Iron Safe Clause” of an insurance policy (1) That 
the assured shall make an inventory “within 30 days after the date of the 
policy,” and (2) that he shall keep a set of books “from the date of the 
inventory as provided in the first section,” are not violated where the fire 
occurred within 23 days and before any inventory was taken or set of 
books kept, as the assured has the full period of 30 days after the date 
of the policy to make the inventory and a like period within which to com- 
ply with the provision as to keeping a set of books, unless the inventory 
is sooner taken. 

2. Where a clause in an insurance policy is ambiguously worded or there is 
doubt concerning its true meaning, it should be construed rather against 
its author than the assured, and any such doubt should be resolved in 
favor of the latter. 


Action by A. J. Bray and another against the Virginia Fire and 
Marine Insurance Co., heard by Ward, J., and a jury, at August Term, - 
1905, of Prrson. From a juceonont for the plaintiffs, the defendant 
appealed. 


Kitchin & Carlton for plaintéfts. 
| Watson, Buxton & Watson for defendant. 


Wazrxer, J. This action was brought by the plaintiffs to recover the 
amount of a policy of insurance for five hundred dollars, issued to them 
on 19 December, 1904, and by which the defendant agreed to insure 
their stock of merchandise from loss by fire. The only defense pleaded 
was that the plaintiffs had not observed and kept the provisions of what 
is known in such policies as the “Iron Safe Clause,” in that they had 
not taken an inventory, or kept books as therein directed. The clause 

in this policy is in the usual form, and requires of the assured: 
(391) (1) That he shall take a complete itemized inventory of his stock 
on hand, at least once in each calendar year, and one shall be 

made within thirty days after the date of the policy, unless such an in- 
ventory has already been taken within the twelve calendar months next 
preceding said date, the policy to become null and void if the inventory 
is not taken, and the unearned premium to be returned on demand. (2) 
That he shall keep a set of books, which must clearly and plainly pre- 
sent a complete record of business transacted, including purchases, sales 
and shipments, for cash and credit, from the date of the inventory, as 
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provided in the first section of the clause, and during the continuance of 
the policy. (38) That he shall keep such books and inventory securely 
locked in a fire-proof safe at night, and at all times when his building 
is not actually open for business, or, failing in this, in some place not 
exposed to a fire which would destroy the building. | 

In the event of failure to produce such set of books and the inventory 
for the inspection of the company, the policy to become void, and such 
failure to be a perpetual bar to any recovery thereon. 

We have reproduced the material portions of the clause, as the deci- 
sion of the case must turn upon its true construction. The counsel for the 
defendant, in an able argument, and well prepared brief, maintained 
that the clause in question is a valid one, as containing a promissory war- 
ranty, which if not complied with, will defeat a recovery upon the pol- 
icy, and a large majority of the courts, it seems, have so held, but we do 
not deem it necessary to enter upon a discussion of the proposition, or to 
undertake to decide the same, as the validity of the clause was not se- 
riously contested by counsel for the plaintiffs who presented his case 
with unusual force and clearness, and distinctly placed the plaintitts’ 
right to recover upon the ground that by a fair imterpretation of the 
clause, when considered in connection with the facts of the case, 
they had not, in any particular, violated its provisions. We will (392) 
therefore assume, for the sake of the argument and without decid- 
ing the question, that the clause is valid as a whole, and in each and 
every part, and proceed to examine the case upon that hypothesis. 

The clause first provides for the making of an inventory within thirty 
days after the date of the policy. It appears in this case that none had 
been made prior to that time. The fire occurred on 11 January, 1905, 
just twenty-three days after the policy was issued by the defendant, so 
that the full time allowed to the plaintiffs for preparing the inventory, 
had not expired by seven days. So far there was not much, if ay, dis- 
_ pute between counsel as to the proper construction of the clause. They 
did differ widely as to the true intent and meaning of the second section, 
Counsel for defendant contended that the books are required by that sec- 
tion to be opened and kept from the date of the policy, while counsel 
for plaintiffs insist that by the explicit terms in which the provision is 
couched, they are required to be opened and kept only “from the date 
of the inventory, as provided for in the first section of the clause,” and 
as, by the first section, the assured have the full period of thirty days 
after the date of the policy to make the inventory, it logically follows 
that they must have a like period within which to comply with the pro- 
vision as to keeping a set of books, unless the inventory is sooner taken. 
It seems to us perfectly clear that in this contention, the plaintifis’ 
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counsel must be right. If the requirement that books shall be kept is to 
be effective only from the date of the inventory, and it is expressly so 
stated in the contract of insurance, the plaintiffs could not be in default 
as to this provision, until either the inventory was actually taken, or 

until the time for taking it had expired; for, until the happening 
(393) of the first event, namely, the completion of the inventory, the 

time had not arrived when they were required to open a set of 
books, and, until the expiration of thirty days from the date of the pol- 
icy, it could not be determined when the inventory would be taken, if 
at all, and consequently the provision as to keeping books was not in 
force. The most that can be said in behalf of the defendant is that, dur- 
ing the thirty days succeeding the date of the policy, the duty of keep- 
ing books was, so to speak, in a state of abeyance or suspension, await- 
ing the happening of the event upon which it depended. It may well 
be asked, how could the plaintiffs keep books, showing the transactions 
in their store from the date of the inventory, until such an inventory 
had been taken? If the clause in question is ambiguously worded, so 
that there is any uncertainty as to its right interpretation, or if for any 
reason there is doubt in our minds concerning its true meaning, we 
should construe it rather against the defendant, who was its author, than. 
against the plaintiffs, and any such doubt should be resolved in favor of 
the latter, giving, of course, legal effect to the intention, if it can be as- 
certained, although it may have been imperfectly or obscurely expressed. 
Grabbs v. Ins. Co., 125 N. C., 389. This is the rule to be adopted for 
our guidance in all such cases, and one reason, at least, for it is that the. 
company has had the time and opportunity, with a view to its own in- 
terests, to make clear its meaning, by selecting with care and precision 
language fit to convey it, and if it has failed to do so, the consequences 
of its failure should not even be shared by the assured, so as to deprive 
him of'the benefit of the contract, as one of indemnity for his loss. But 
we entertain no doubt as to what the parties meant, and the conclusion — 
we have reached, is fully sustained by the well considered opinion of the 
court in Insurance Co. v. Waugh, 60 Neb., 348, wherein it is said: 
‘Under any ordinary and fair rule of construction, the assured was not 
required to keep books of account until the inventory had been taken, and 
thirty days were given in which to perform that act, The fire oceurred 

within less time. There existed no legal obligation on the assured 
(394) to preserve books of account in a fire-proof safe, or other place 

secure from fire, in said building until the expiration of the time 
in which an inventory was to be taken.” This language was used with 
reference to a policy having the same phraseology as the one in this case. 
In another.case the same court, construing a policy which required an 
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inventory to be taken at least once a year, and after fully discussing the 
question raised, said: “The time, therefore, for taking an inventory of 
the stock of goods insured, did not expire until a year after the policy was 
written, and as the loss occurred in less time, no default in this condition, 
or any condition dependent thereon, 1s shown or can rightfully be 
claimed.” Insurance Co. v. Jeary, 60 Neb., 338. This is the pivotal 
and decisive question in the case, and as our opinion upon it is against 
the defendant, it follows that the plaintiffs were entitled to recover the 
amount of the policy, and there was consequently no error in the charge 
of the court to the jury, that if they found the facts to be in accordance 
with the plaintiffs’ evidence, they should return a verdict upon the issue, — 
in their favor. 
No error. 


Cited: Parker v. Ins. Co., 143 N. C., 343; Coggins v. Ins. Co., 144 
N.C., 10; B. B. v. Casualty Co., 145 N. C. 117, 118; Welkie v. Ins. Co., 
146 N. C., 522; Crowell v. Ins. Co., 169 N. C., 37; Collins v. Casualty 
Co., 172 N. C., 549; Moore v. Accident Corp., 173 N. C., 541; Under- 
wood v. Ins. Co., 177 N. C., 386; Guarantee Corp. v. Electric Co. 179 
NO, 406. 





| (395) 
WILSON v. TELEPHONE CoO. 


(Filed 31 October, 1905. ) 
Stock and Stockholders—Sales—T ender—Mandamus. 


1. Where the plaintiff’s stock in the defendant company was advertised for sale 
for failure to pay a certain amount due thereon, and the plaintiff before 
the sale tendered the secretary of the company, in cash, more than said 
amount and told him he would tender more if that was not enough, and 
the secretary did not allege that any more was due, but simply declined 
to accept payment: Held, this was a legal tender and the subsequent sale 
of the stock was void. 


2. Where the plaintiff’s stock has been wrongfully sold, after a legal tender, he 
is entitled to mandamus for the issue to him of his certificate of stock 
upon payment of the amount due on the stock with interest to the date 
of tender and cost of advertisement. 


Action by J. P. Wilson against the Duplin Telephone Co. for a writ 
of mandamus from the Superior Court of Dupriy, heard by Couneill, J., 
at Chambers, in Kenansville, on 6 September, 1905. From a judgment | 
for the plaintiff, the defendant appealed. 
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F. R. Cooper and G. £. Butler for plaintiff. | 
Stevens, Beasley & Weeks and Shepherd & Shepherd for defendant. 


Crarx, C. J. The court below finds as facts: That the plaintiff had 
subseribed for a $25 share of stock in the defendant company, and paid 
thereon $12.50; that on 16 June, 1905, the balance due with interest. 
was $14.78, which the plaintiff did not pay when called for, whereupon 
on said day, by a resolution of the board of directors, the stock was 
advertised for sale. As soon as the plaintiff had notice of such ad- 
vertisement, he tendered the secretary of the defendant company $15 
in cash, and told him he would tender more if that was not enough, 

that he had plenty of money with him to pay it, and demanded 
(396) the share of stock. The secretary did not allege that any more 

was due, but simply declined to accept payment. Upon this, his 
Honor held properly that there was a legal tender (Smith v. B. & L. 
Asso., 119 N. C., 260; Blalock v. Clark, 183 N. C., 308), and that the 
subsequent sale of the stock was void. It seems that the president of 
the company was present at the sale, as the court finds that he was not 
present “in that capacity”; the purchaser afterwards transferred the 
share of stock to the president, individually for full value. 

Tt is true that the plaintiff might have bought this stock at the sale 
and avoided the necessity of this action, as any surplus of this bid over 
the amount due by him on the stock would have gone to himself, and it 
is true that he might have brought suit for damages, but he could elect 
to treat the sale as a nullity, and ask that the company be directed 
to issue the certificate of stock to him upon payment of the balance due 
by him for balance due on stock ($12.50) with interest to the date of 
tender and cost of advertisement to that day (but not cost of sale), 
as asked in his complaint, which avers his readiness to pay said sum. 

There was evidence tending to show tender, and the finding of fact is 
conclusive. The sale thereafter was wrongful, and no title passed to 
the purchaser. The company having issued to him a share of stock 
without authority, his remedy would be against the company to recover 
back the purchase money and interest, but as he has since sold said 
unauthorized certificate to the president of the company, the rights of 
the latter can doubtless be adjusted between him and the company with- 
out sult. 

The plaintiff is entitled to a mandamus for the issue to him of his 
certificate of stock upon payment of the amount above stated. 

No error. 


N.O.] — FALL TERM, 1905. 





Propst v. R. R. 





(397) 
PROPST vy. RAILROAD. . 


(Filed 81 October, 1905.) 


Railroads—Venue of Actrons—Removal Under Act 1905—Provisos 
: Construed. 


1, Chapter 367, Laws 1905, amending section 192 of The Code, with reference | 
to the place of trial of actions against railroads, applies to all railroads, 
both domestic and foreign. 


2. While a proviso relates generally to what immediately precedes it, and is 
confined by construction to the,subject-matter of the section of which it is 
a part, yet if the context requires it, the proviso may be construed ag ex- 
tending to and qualifying other sections or even as being tantamount to an 
independent provision, the main object being to enforce the will of the 
Legislature as it is manifested by the entire enactment. : 


3. The amendment of 1905 does not repeal section 194, but the latter will be 
confined to corporations, other than railway companies, which have been 
chartered by any other State, government or country. 


Action by J. L. Propst against the Southern Railway Company, 
heard by Peebles, J., at April Term, 1905, of GuitForD, upon a motion 
of the defendant to remove the action under chapter 367 Laws 1905. 
From the order of removal, the plaintiff appealed. 


John A. Barringer and J.T. Morehead for plaintrff. 
King & Kimball and A. B. Andrews, Jr., for defendant. 


Wauxer, J. This action to recover damages for personal injuries, 
alleged to have been caused by the negligence of the defendant, a non- 
resident corporation, was brought by the plaintiff in the Superior Court 
of Guilford, County. The defendant moved that the place of | 
trial be changed to Rowan County, where it was found, as a fact, (398) 
the plaintiff resided and the cause of action arose. The court 
ordered the case to be removed for trial to said county, under chapter 
367, Laws 1905, amending section 192 of The Code. That section pro- | 
vides for the trial of actions in the county where the plaintiffs or the 
defendants, or any of them reside, and if none of the defendants resides 
in the State, then in the county in which the plaintiffs or any of them 
reside, and if none of the parties resides in the State, then in the county 
designated by the plaintiff in the summons and complaint, subject, how- 
ever, to the power of the court to change the place of trial as provided 
by law. The section was amended by the Act of 1905, ch. 367, as fol- 
lows: “Provided that in all actions against railroads, the action shall 
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be tried either in the county where the cause of action arose, or in the 
county where the plaintiff resided at the time the cause of action arose, 
or in some other county adjoining the county in which the cause of 
action arose, subject, however, to the power of the court to enange the 
place of trial in the cases provided by the statute.” 

The plaintiff’s counsel contended that the proviso enacted in 1905 
applies only to corporations residing in the State, and that as the de- 
fendant is a non-resident corporation, -1t does not come within either 
the words or the intent of the proviso, and consequently, actions against 
it must be brought and tried in accordance with the provisions of sec- 
tion 194 of The Code, relating to suitseagainst non-resident or foreign 
corporations, which section requires such actions to be brought in 
the county in which the cause of action arose, or in which the corpora- 
tion has property, or usually does business, or in which the plaintiff 
resides. 

We do not think this is the proper construction of the proviso, and 
it seems to us that if it should be so interpreted, the clearly expressed 
intention of the Legislature would be defeated. It is our duty in con- 

struing a statute, to ascertain from its words, if possible, the 
(399) meaning which the Legislature intended it should have, and 
when the intention is thus ascertained, it must always govern. 

The general office of a proviso is either to except something from the 
enacting clause or to qualify or restrain its generality or to exclude 
some possible ground of misinterpretation of it, and usually it is not 
permitted to enlarge the meaning of the enactment to which it is ap- 
pended, so as itself to operate as a substantive enactment. It relates 
generally to what immediately precedes it and is confined by construc- 
tion to the subject matter of the section of which it is a part. These 
rules are, however, not absolute and, after all, if the context requires it, 
the proviso may be construed as extending to, and qualifying other sec- 
tions or even as being tantamount to an independent provision, the main 
object being to enforce the will of the Legislature, as it’ is manifested 
by the entire enactment. 26 A. & E. (2 Ed.), 678, 679. The intention 
of the lawmaker, if plainly expressed, must have the force of law, though 
it may be in the form of a proviso, the intention expressed being para- 
mount to form. 2 Lewis’s Sutherland on Stat. Const. (2 Ed.), p. 673, 
sec. 352 (298); Bank v. Mfg. Co., 96 N. C., 298; R. B. v. Smeth, 128 
U. 8., 174. In Bank v. Mfg. Co., supra, this Court says: “While it is 
a general rule in the construction of statutes to consider a proviso as a 
limitation upon the general words preceding and (as) excepting and 
taking out something therefrom, the rule is not absolute, and the mean- 
ing of the proviso must generally be ascertained from the language 
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used in it.” That case affords a striking illustration of the principle 
and seems to be a direct authority for the position that the proviso of 
1905 may operate independently if the intention to give it that effect 
is sufficiently indicatéd, which we will now consider. 

Giving to the language of the Act of 1905, its ordinary meaning, we 
are unable to avoid the conclusion that the purpose was to extend its 
provisions to all railroads, both domestic and foreign. The 
words are broad and comprehensive. They embrace “all actions (400) 
against railroads,” and this means nothing less than that where- 
ever a railroad is defendant, it shall be entitled to the benefit of the 
act, without regard to its residence, and this is so because there is noth- 
ing to restrict the meaning to resident railroads. The very fact that 
the proviso was added to section 192 is additional evidence, if any is re- 
quired, of the intent of the Legislature. That section provides for the 
place of bringing and trying actions against both resident and non-resi- 
dent defendants, and it was meet and proper, therefore, that a proviso, 
if intended to apply to both classes of corporations, resident and non- 
resident, should be annexed to that section and not to section 194, which 
applies only to nonresident or foreign corporations. We think also that 
the spirit of the law shows the correctness of our conclusion. It is a 
wise provision which requires an action of this kind to be tried in 
the county where the cause of action arose or where the plaintiff re- 
sides, instead of being in its nature purely transitory, so that it can 
be brought and tried in any county where it has property or transacts 
business, though it may be far distant from the place where the cause 
of action arose, and where perhaps all the parties and witnesses reside. 
It saves cost and expenses, and subserves the convenience of those in- 
terested, without imposing any hardship on the plaintiff. While not 
exactly so, the proviso is to some extent in accordance with. the spirit 
of the ancient law which required, even in transitory actions, not the 
venue to be laid, but the trial to be had in the vicinage or neighborhood 
where the injury is alleged to have been done. 3 Blk. Com., 294. But 
it is useless to argue the matter any further, as the language of the 
proviso is plain and explicit, and we must declare the law to be as it is 
clearly written in the statute. We have no doubt whatever that the 
Legislature intended to place the two classes of corporations on 
the same footing in respect to the venue or place of trial. (401) 

If this case were not within the letter of the statute, as we think 
it 1s, it is surely within the intention, and whatever is within the in- 
tention is as much within the statute as if it were within the letter. 

Our decision does not have the effect to repeal or annul section 194, 
as suggested by the plaintifi’s counsel. The two sections, under our 
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construction of the proviso of 1905, can well stand together and each 
have full operation within its own appointed sphere. Sections 192 
will apply to all classes of plaintiffs and defendants, as it did at the 
time the proviso was adopted, and the latter will apply to railroad cor- 
porations generally; while section 194 will be confined to corporations, 
other than railway companies, which have been chartered by any other 
State, government or country. In this way the two sections may easily . 
be reconciled and each be permitted to operate, and when effect can 
thus be given to both enactments, it is enjoined upon us, by an elemen- 
tary canon of construction, to adopt the meaning which will produce this 
result. | 
We can see no reason why the ruling of the court was not correct. 


No error. 


Cited: Perry v. R. R., 153 N. C., 119; Roberson v. Lumber Co., ib., 
123; Rackley v. Lumber Co., 1b., 173; Forney v. R. B., 159 N. C., 158. 





(402) | 
BIDWELL vy. BIDWELL. 


(Filed 31 October, 1905.) 


Divorce—Validity of Decree—Domicile—Jurisdiction—Action for 
Sup port—Estoppel—Consent Judgment. 


1. In an action for divorce, where neither party has a domicile in the State 
of the forum, such court having no jurisdiction of the subject-matter of the 
controversy, a decree of divorce is void, though both parties may have ap- 
peared and voluntarily submitted themselves to the jurisdiction of the 
court. 


2. Where an action for divorce is instituted and the decree obtained in the 

State of the plaintiff's domicile, and the defendant has been served with 

' process within the jurisdiction of the forum, or has voluntarily appeared 

and answered, a decree in such case is valid both in rem and personam 
and will bind and conclude the parties everywhere. 


8. In an action for support under section 1292 of The Code, a judgment of non- 
suit was proper, where it appeared that the plaintiff, who was at that time 
domiciled in Massachusetts, brought a suit in that State to obtain an ab- 
solute divorce from the defendant, who appeared and answered and set 

up a decree of absolute divorce of a North Dakota court in bar of the 
‘plaintiff’s demand, and that the Massachusetts court, after full hearing, 
dismissed the suit on the ground that the North Dakota decree was valid, 
and that the status of the parties was not that of husband and wife. | 
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4. Where the validity of a divorce had been established by a decree of a com- 
petent court, having full jurisdiction in the cause, the plaintiff is estopped 
from setting up defenses which have been or could have been passed upon 
and determined in that cause. | 

5. Where the record discloses that a case was conducted throughout as an 
adversary proceeding, and judgment was entered after full and due in- 
quiry into the facts, the decree is not a consent decree. 


Action by Ella J. Bidwell against Geo. H. Bidwell, heard by Neal, J., 
and a jury, at February Term, 1905, of Waxn. From a judg- 
ment of nonsuit, the plaintiff appealed. — (408) 

This was an action under section 1292 of The Code, to recover 
for support and maintenance of plaintiff and her minor child. Plain- 
tiff alleged that plaintiff and defendant were man and wife; that 
defendant had unlawfully abandoned plaintiff, and failed to provide 
reasonable subsistence for plaintiff and her minor child, though fully 
‘able to do so. 

Defendant answered, denying that he had wrongfully deserted plain- 
tiff; charged the separation to plaintiff’s own conduct, and further set 
up the record, proceedings and decrees of two courts—one in North 
Dakota, in which the present defendant was awarded an absolute di- 
voree, and the second, a reeord and decree of Massachusetts in which 
the present plaintiff sued the present defendant for absolute divorce, 
and in which there was a decree that the divorce granted in the North 
Dakota court was valid and binding, and that plaintiff and defendant 
did not hold the relationship of man and wife, and set up these two 
records and decrees as an estoppel in bar of relief. 

Plaintiff replied to the answer, and averred that the decree of divorce 
granted by the court in North Dakota was null and void, and should 
be so held, because at the time of the institution of said suit, and pro- 
ceedings and decree therein, neither plaintiff nor ease had any 
bona fide domicile in N orth Dakota, “but that defendant had gone to 
said State with no intent or purpose of becoming a resident, or acquir- 
ing a bona fide domicile therein, but with the sole purpose of obtaining, 
by fraud and secretly, a divorce from plaintiff.” Further replying, 
plaintiff averred that the plaintiff was forced by stress of want and 
dire necessity, being penniless, friendless, homeless and in a strange 
land, either to accept such terms as the present defendant might dictate, 
or go hence in destitution for herself and infant child, and under and 
by virtue of this hard duress from a necessity from which there 
was no escape, she took the money he agreed to give her. (404) 

There was evidence to the effeet that the present plaintiff had 
appeared and answered in the suit in North Dakota; that the decree 
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of divorce was entered after investigation had; and the plaintiff in 
this suit had been awarded and paid $10,000 as a full and reasonable 
allowance for the care, education and maintennce of her minor child. 

It further appeared that at the time of the institution of the suit in 
Massachusetts, by the present plaintiff, and pending the proceedings, 
therein the said plaintiff was a citizen, resident and domiciled in Massa- 
chusetts, and the defendant had appeared and answered to the libel filed 
in the cause. 

The record of findings of fact and conclusions of law, in which the 
decree of absolute divorce was awarded in the North Dakota suit, are 
as follows: 

1. That plaintiff now is, and at all times since more than ninety days 
preceding the commencement of this action, has been in good faith 
a resident of North Dakota, and that defendant is a resident of Spring- 
field, Mass., but is now in this State. 

2. That plaintiff is now about twenty-six years of age, and defendant 
is now about twenty-nine years of age. 

3. That on 9 December, 1890, plaintiff and defendant were married, 
and that said marriage has never been annulled or dissolved. 

4. That there are two children, living issue of said marriage between 
plaintiff and defendant herein, to wit: Mary Beulah, a girl four years 
of age, and Maud, a girl two years of age—the former of which is in 
the custody of the plaintiff, and the latter in the care and custody of 
the defendant. 

5. That plaintiff and defendant lived together after their said mar- 
riage as husband and wife, until about the month of December, 1898, 
at which last mentioned Hime they separated and have lived separate 

and apart ever since. | 
(405) 6. That this is an action for divorce, and that this Court has 

full jurisdiction of both the parties thereto, and of the subject 
matter of the action. 

7. That defendant, as appears from the proofs herein, has been, and 
is, guilty of willful desertion of the plaintiff, and that such desertion, 
as shown by the proofs herein, is cause for full and absolute divorce 
under the laws of this State. | 

8. That the true and best interests of the parties, and of the minor 
children of the parties all require that the custody of said minor child, 
Mary Beulah, be awarded to and confirmed in the plaintiff; and the 
custody of said minor child, Maud, be awarded to and confirmed in the 
defendant. 

9, That from the proofs as they appear herein, the sum of ten thou- 
sand dollars is a fair, reasonable and just sum to be paid by the plaintiff 
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to the defendant for the support, care, custody, maintenance and edu- 
cation of said minor child, Maud, and that the decree herein should 
require plaintiff to pay said sum to defendant in that behalf. But, and 
the decree shall so provide, the payment of said ten thousand dollars 
shall be in full discharge of all obligations of the plaintiff to the de- 
fendant, including not only in behalf of said minor child Maud, but also 
in full discharge of all obligations from him to her, of or on account 
of alimony, support, money, rights of dower, if any, and any and all 
other obligations whatever, except there be reserved to the said defend- 
ant her right of dower, if any she have, in a certain farm in the State 
of North Carolina, called and known as the “Moore farm,” near Frank- 
lin, in the county of Macon, in said State, formerly owned by plaintiff. 

10. That justice to the parties require, and that the decree shall 
so provide, that each of the parties may visit the child in the care and 
custody of the other, at reasonable times and places; provided in that 
behalf, however, that when defendant desires to visit the said minor 
child, Mary Beulah, she shall not be required to do so at the home of 
the plaintiff’s parents or relatives, but may do so at the house of 
some disinterested friend, and with such child in the then tempo- (406) 
rary custody of such disinterested friend or of the plaintiff. 

Let judgment be entered herein in conformity with the foregoing, 
by the clerk of the District Court, etc. (Signed by W. 8. Lauder, judge, 
etc., 20 September, 1895). 

And the proceeding and decree in the libel for divorce entered in 
Massachusetts are as follows: 

Respectfully libels and represents Ella J. Bidwell, of Springfield, 
Mass., that she was lawfully married to Geo. H. Bidwell, now of Culla- 
saja, in North Carolina, at Walhalla, in South Carolina, on 9 December, 
1890, and thereafterwards your libellant and the said Geo. H. Bidwell, 
lived together as husband wife in this Commonwealth, to wit: at 
Chester, in said county, and that your libellant has lived in this Com- 
monwealth for five years last preceding the filing of this libel; that 
~ your libellant has always been faithful to her marriage vows and obli- 
gations, but the said Geo. H. Bidwell, being wholly regardless of the 
same, at Cullasaja, in North Carolina, on Friday, 1 December, 1893, or 
thereabout, without just cause, willfully and utterly deserted your 
libellant, which desertion has continued for three consecutive years, 
next prior to the filing of this libel: Wherefore your libellant prays 
that a divorce from the bonds of matrimony may be decreed between 
your libellant and the said Geo. H. Bidwell, and that the care and 
custody of Maud Bidwell and Beulah Bidwell, both minor children of 
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said libellant and libellee, be decreed to said libellant and such other re- 
lief as to your Honors shall seem meet and as justice may require. 
(Signed Ella J. Bidwell, 4 February, 1902). 

The foregoing libel was entered in the court on 10 February, 1902, 
when the libellant appeared by her attorneys, Bates & Armington, and 
_ the libellee appeared by his attorney, E. H. Lathrop ; and on the back 
of said libel is the following acceptance of service: “I accept service 

of this precept, and appear for the libellee, reserving all rights.” 
(407) (Signed E. H. Lathrop, attorney for libellee, 10 February, 

1902). And on 19 March, 1902, the libellee filed his answer as 
follows: “The hbellee denies each and every allegation in the libel 
except said marriage, and that he neither denies nor admits, but leaves 
the libellant to prove. If the libellant shall prove said alleged mar- 
riage, the libellee alleges that he was divorced from the libellant by 
the District Court of Cass County, State of North Dakota, a court of 
competent jurisdiction, and having jurisdiction of the cause and both 
parties thereto, prior to the beginning of this libel, to wit: 21 Septem- 
ber, 1895, and which decree of divorce is in full force and effect, and 
was at the time of bringing this libel. The libellee further says that 
the libellant has brought two libels against him, prior to this one, in 
which said divorce has been pleaded, all of said proceedings being in 
this county, and of record here; that last proceeding was filed in this 
county, 12 April, 1897, and was dismissed 6 January, 1902; that said 
libellee therein pleaded said divorce granted to him as aforesaid in 
North Dakota, and your libellee says that the issue in this case has 
been adjudicated in this Court, and the libellant 1s barred from pro- 
ceeding in this action thereby, and from being granted divorce as peas 
for. (Signed by E. H. Lathrop, attorney for libellee.)” 

On 25 March there was.a full hearing of the evidence, and on 26 
March the following decree was filed in the case in the Massachusetts 
‘court: “This case came on to be heard on Tuesday, 25 March, 1902, 
before Mr. Justice Maynard, both parties appearing by their respective 
counsel (naming them); now it appeared upon the hearing of said 
cause, that prior to the bringing of this libel, to wit: 20 September, 
1895, the said libellee in the above entitled action, the said Geo. H. Bid- 
well, was divorced from the said libellant, the said Ella J. Bidwell, by 
the District Court, for the Third Judicial District of North Dakota, 

for a cause of divorce recognized in said North Dakota and in 
(408) this Commonwealth, said District Court having had jurisdiction 
of both cause and parties, both parties appearing therein per- 
sonally, and by counsel, and the libellee having filed an answer to said 
libel; and it further wppearéd that neither before nor since the filing 
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of this libel was the said Geo. H. Bidwell an inhabitant of this Com- 
monwealth: It is hereby decreed and determined that this libel is 
hereby dismissed, and that said decree of divorce, granted by said 
District Court of North Dakota, and pleaded herein, is a good and 
valid divorce in this Commonwealth, and that the parties are con- 
cluded thereby. We hereby assent to this decree.” (Signed by counsel 
of both parties, and certified by the clerk of the court.) 

The jury having been empaneled and the above records presented, 
further proceedings were had as follows: “This cause coming on to be 
heard after the introduction of the exemplified copies of the records 
and decrees in the case of Geo. H. Bidwell against Ella Bidwell, ren- 
dered in the court of North Dakota, as alleged in the answer, and the 
records and decrees in the case of Ella J. Bidwell against Geo. H. °- 
Bidwell, rendered in the Superior Court of Hampden. County, Massa- 
chusetts, the plaintiff offered testimony tending to prove that the de- 
fendant went to North Dakota, not intending to become a resident of 
that State, and testimony tending to prove the other matters alleged 
in the replication: Thereupon the court intimated to the counsel for 
plaintiff, that he would charge the jury that the plaintiff was estopped by 
the Massachusetts decree, notwithstanding the matters alleged in the 
replication touching the validity of the North Dakota decree, and in 
deference to that intimation the plaintiff submitted to a judgment of 
nonsuit, and appealed.” 


Argo & Shaffer and Douglass & Summs for plawtrff. 
Busbee & Busbee, Shepherd & Shepherd, and Jones & Johnston for 
defendant. 


Hoxg, J., after stating the case. On the facts presented for (409) 
our consideration, the right of the plaintiff to the relief de- 
manded, depends on whether the plaintiff and defendant are now hus- 
band and wife. Shittletharpe v. Skittletharpe, 180 N. C., 72. It will 
be noted that the plaintiff in her reply assails the validity of the North 
Dakota decree, first for lack of jurisdiction, and second, for that the 
same was obtained by fraud and duress. But no such impeaching alle- 
gations are made against the proceedings.and decree of the court of 
Massachusetts. This being true, we are of opinion that the latter de- 
cree conclusively determines that the plaintiff and defendant are no 
longer husband and wife, and that the plaintiff has therefore no right 
to further support from the defendant. 

It is accepted doctrine that so far as the subject matter of the con- 
troversy is concerned, actions for divorce deal with the status of the 
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parties, and that jurisdiction in such actions is dependent upon the 
domicile of the parties at the time the decrees are rendered. Where 
neither party has a domicile in the State of the forum, such court 
having no jurisdiction of the subject matter of the controversy, a de- 
cree of divorce is void, though both parties may have appeared, and 
voluntarily submitted themselves to the jurisdiction of the court. 

Where the plaintiff only is domiciled in the State of the forum, and 
has obtained a decree of divorce for a cause recognized as valid in such 
State, after constructive service of process on the defendant, according to 
the course and practice of the court, there has heretofore been diversity 
of opinion as to the extent and binding force of such a decree in other 
jurisdictions. North Carolina has heretofore held against the validity 
of such a decree by the courts of other states, as affecting the status of 
her own citizens. The better doctrine, however, now seems to be that 
where the domicile of the plaintiff has been acquired in good faith, 
and not in fraud or violation of some law of a former domicile, a divorce 
of this kind should be recognized as binding everywhere—certainly 

within the jurisdiction of the United States or any one of them. 
(410) Atherton v. Atherton, 181 U. 8., 155; Andrews v. Andrews, 188 
U.S., 14. 

The case of Atherton v. Atherton does not establish the proposition 
here stated, on precisely similar facts to the case before us, or it would 
be controlling; but the general tenor of the decision would seem to favor 
this conclusion. 

Where, however, the action is instituted and the decree obtained in 
the State of the plaintifi’s domicile, and the defendant has been served 
with process within the jurisdiction of the forum, or has voluntarily 
appeared and answered, all the decisions are agreed that a decree in 
such case is valid both wn rem and in personam, and will bind and con- 
clude the parties everywhere. Jones v. Jones, 108 N. Y., 415; Arring- 
ton v. Arrington, 102 N. C., 491. The proceedings aid ‘lores of the 
court of Massachusetts are of the latter character. 

Tt is admitted or established that the plaintiff in that suit, as she 
is in this, was at the time, and still is, resident and domiciled in the 
State of Massachusetts. Her libel was for the purpose of obtaining 
an absolute divorce from the defendant. He appeared and answered, 
and set up the proceedings and decree of the North Dakota court in 
bar of the plaintiffs demand. The Massachusetts court, after full 
hearing, dismissed the libel on the ground that the North Dakota 
decree was valid, and that the status of the parties was not that of a 
band and wife. 
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There is no allegation or claim that the court which rendered this 
decree is without jurisdiction, or that the same was obtained by fraud. 
The investigation and decree necessarily passed upon and determined 
the very questions involved here. The court had jurisdiction both of 
the cause and the parties, and the conclusion is not open to further in- 
vestigation. 

True, the case on appeal states that the plaintiff was ready (411) 

to produce testimony that the defendant never had any domi- 
_cile in North Dakota, and that such court was without jurisdiction, 
and that the decree of the Dakota court was obtained by fraud and 
duress. The answer is that the validity of the divorce has been estab- 
lished by a decree of a competent court, having full jurisdiction in the 
cause, where the very questions she now seeks to raise, had been, or 
could have been, passed upon and determined, and that the plaintiff 
is thereby estopped from further question concerning them. Jenkins v. 
Johnston, 57 N. C., 149; Tuttle v. Harrill, 85 N. C., 456; McHlwee v. 
Blackwell, 101 N. C., 192; Thurston v..Thurston, 99 Mass., 39; Hood 
v. Hood, 110 Mass., 463; Brady v. Brady, 160 Mass., 258; Cromwell v. 
County Sac., 94 U. S., 351. | 

It is suggested that the decree of the Massachusetts court is a consent 
decree, and for that reason is not binding or conclusive between the par- 
ties in actions of this character. The question, however, does not arise 
on this record, for we are clearly of opinion that this is not a decree by 
consent. The entire record discloses that the case was conducted 
throughout as an adversary proceeding, and judgment was entered after 
full and due inquiry into the facts. Our decision of the cause is in 
accord with the general equities of the case, as indicated by the course 
of events and the conduct and present status of the parties. 

The plaintiff having appeared and answered, in the suit in North 
Dakota, received $10,000 awarded her in that case for the care and 
custody of her minor child. After a delay of six and a half years, she 
institutes her own suit for divorce in Massachusetts, which is determined 
against her, and in which she was awarded $2,000 by way of allowance. 
Again, after considerable delay, in apparent acquiescence, she brings 
this suit, seeking further allowance for support. The defendant, in 
the meanwhile, in reliance on the decrees of two courts— one of them 
certainly having full jurisdiction of both cause and parties—has 
married another woman, and had a child born to him by this (412) 
marriage. | | 

Apart from the estoppel by record on the principal question, there 
is strong authority for holding that the plaintiff is estopped by conduct 
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im pais from asserting any further claim for pecuniary allowance 

against the defendant. Nichols v. Nichols, 25 N. J. Eq., 60; Mohler v. 

Shank, 93 Iowa, 273; Batley v. Bailey, 44 Pa. St., 274. There should 

be an end to this litigation. The defendant may well invoke for his 

protection the maxim, Nemo debet vis vexari pro una et eadem causa. 
No error. 


Cited: Ellett v. Ellett, 157 N. C., 164; Cook v. Cook, 159 N. C., 52; 
S. v. Herron, 175 N. C., 756, 761; Allen v. Allen, 180 N. C., 467. 





GLENN vy. COMMISSIONERS. 
(Filed 31 October, 1905.) 


County Commissioners—Public Bridges—Ulira Vires Acts—Mandamus 
to Repair Bridge—Injunction to Restrain Erection of Bridge. 


1. A board of commissioners has no power to enter into a contract with a citi- 
zen to perpetually maintain and keep in repair a public road or bridge 
giving to such citizen a cause of action against the county whenever, in 
the exercise of its discretion in the interest of the public, same or another 
board shall deem it proper to discontinue such road or bridge. 


2. Where a citizen at his own expense, constructed a bridge and opened up the 
publie roads over his lands leading to the bridge on both sides of the river, 
and the board of commissioners accepted said bridge as a public bridge 
and have kept it in repair ever since, the fact that the commission- 
ers paid him only a part of the cost of its construction did not change its 
character as a part of the public highway, subject to the control of the 
commissioners, as all other bridges in the county. 


3. The plaintiff is not entitled to a mandamus commanding the board of com- 
missioners to repair the bridge. ; 


4. A citizen is not entitled to an injunction restraining a board of commission- 
ers from proceeding to erect a bridge across a river at a‘ certain point; 
though there is no public highway leading to such point, where the court 

‘ finds that the board has in contemplation the opening of a public road to 
such point, and that arrangements have been made for that purpose. 


5. The order in which work upon the public highways is to be performed is 
within the sound discretion of the county commissioners, and a finding 
by the court that they have exercised this discretion honestly and in a 
manner which they conceived to be for the best interests of the people 
of the county, excludes any interference by the courts. 


(413) Action by E. F. Glenn against Board of Commissioners, pend- 
ing in-the Superior Court of Moorz, heard by Neal, J., at cham- 
bers, at Monroe, on 28 August, 1905. 
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The defendant demurred ore tenus and moved the court to (416) 
dismiss the action because the complaint did not set forth facts 
sufficient to constitute a cause of action. Motion allowed and plaintiff 
appealed. 


U. L. Spence and Seawell & Mclver for planteff. 
W. J. Adams for defendant. 


Cownor, J., after stating the facts: Two causes of action are set 
forth in the complaint, although not stated separately as directed by 
The Code. The plaintiff first relies upon the contract made with his 
ancestor, during 1882, by which he insists that the county of Moore 
is obligated to maintain and keep in repair the public bridge across 
Deep River, which was, pursuant to said contract, built by his father, 
who then owned the land upon which he erected a public mill, That 
performance of this contract may be specifically enforced by the writ 
of mandamus. This claim is entirely independent of the demand that 
the defendant be enjoined from erecting a second bridge one-half mile 
below the present bridge. It is very doubtful whether the two 
causes of action, one to enforce a contractual right. having no (417 ) 
connection with his right, as a taxpayer, in common with all 
other citizens of the county, and the other dependent entirely upon 
such relation to enforce the performance of a public duty, can be joined. 
As his Honor disposed of the cause upon a broader ground, we prefer | 
not to pass upon this question of pleading. We do not think it compe- 
tent for a board of commissioners to enter into a contract with a citi- 
zen, to perpetually maintain and keep in repair a public road or bridge, 
giving to such citizen a cause of action against the county whenever, in 
the exercise of its discretion in the interest of the public, the same or 
another board shall deem it proper to discontinue such road or bridge. 
The power vested in and duty imposed upon boards of commissioners 
to open and maintain roads and erect and keep in repair public bridges, 
is for the benefit of the public, and they have no power to exercise 
it for any other purpose, or to bind their successors in that respect. 
The Legislature, and the commissioners are but its agents, cannot do 
so. In Bridge Co. v. Commissioners, 81 N. C., 491, this Court held that 
“the essential powers of government conferred for wise and useful 
purposes, should remain undiminished and unimpaired in the legisla- 
tive body itself and pass in full force to its successors. When a con- 
tract undertakes to alienate any of these it is inoperative, and as no 
right vests, so no obligation is created under it.” The exact question is 
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settled by Smith, C. J., citing with approval Greenleaf’s Cruise, in 
which it is said: “It is therefore deemed not competent for a Legislature 
to covenant that it will not, under any circumstances, open another 
avenue to the public travel within certain limits, or a certain term of 
time, such being an alienation of sovereign powers and a violation of 
public duty.” It does not very clearly appear that the contract made 
in 1882, by the commissioners with plaintiff’s ancestor, constitu- 
(418) ted a covenant running with the land or that it extended beyond 
his own life. In no point of view can the plaintiff maintain his 
first alleged cause of action. The bridge, considered vither upon the 
averments of the complaint, or the findings of fact by his Honor, be- 
came, upon its completion, a part of the public highway, subject to the 
control of the commissioners, as all other bridges in the county. The 
fact that the commissioners paid only a part of the cost of its construc- 
tion, did not change its character. Stratford v. Greensboro, 124 N. C., 
131; Trustees v. Realty Co., 184 N. C., 41. | 
For a second cause of action, plaintiff sues in his right as a taxpayer 
to enforce the performance of a public duty. While the right to en- 
force by mandamus the discharge of a ministerial duty by a public 
officer is well settled and often exercised, it is equally well settled that 
when any discretion is vested in such officer in regard to the manner of 
performance, the courts will not order a mandamus. The duty to 
open and to discontinue highways and bridges, is vested in the com- 
missioners of each county. Code, sec. 17, subsec. 15, chap. 50. The 
willful failure to discharge this or any other public duty is a misde- 
meanor, and upon conviction, removal from office follows. Code, see. 
1090. A commissioner failing to discharge any duty imposed upon him 
by law, may also be sued for a penalty of $200. Code, sec. 711; Turner 
v. McKee, 187 N. C., 251. In Broadnax v. Groom, 64 N. C., 244, 
Pearson, C. J., discussing the power of the court to regulate the man- 
ner in which county commissioners discharge the duty of building public 
bridges, says: “Who is to decide what are the necessary expenses of a 
county? The county commissioners, to whom are confided the trust 
of regulating all county matters. Repairing and building is a part of 
the necessary expenses of a county, as much as keeping the roads in 
order, or making new roads; so the case before us is within the power 
of the county commissioners. How can this Court undertake to control 
its exercise? Can we say, such a bridge does not need repairs; 
(419) or that in building a new bridge near the site of an old bridge it 
~ should be erected, as heretofore, upon posts, so as to be cheap, but 
warranted to last for some years, or that it is better policy to locate 
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it a mile or so above, where the banks are good abutments, ete. 

In short, this Court is not capable of controlling the exercise of power 
on the part of the General Assembly, or of the county authorities, and 
it cannot assume to do so,” ete. To the same effect is Buckman v. Comrs., 
80 N. C., 121; Vaughn v. Comrs., 117 N. C., 429; Black v. Comrs., 129 
N. C., 121. The power of the court to direct a mandamus to a board of © 
commissioners when discretion is vested in it, in respect to the manner 
of discharging a public duty, is fully discussed by Mr. Justice Walker 
in Barnes v. Commissioners, 185 N. C., 27. The authorities are care- 
fully collected and the principles by which the action of the courts is 
controlled, clearly announced. In S. v. Town, 44 Minn., 549, the power 
of the courts to mandamus town commissioners to construct a public 
bridge was denied, the court saying: “It is unnecessary for us to con- 
sider under what circumstances, if at all, the courts will assume to 
control these officers in the exercise of the duties imposed upon them in 
respect to highways, and which, from their very nature, must be largely 
discretionary. It is certain that this should not be done unless the par- 
ticular act, the performance of which is sought to be enforced, is so 
plainly and imperatively required, that a refusal or neglect to do it can- 
not be reasonably based upon grounds of discretion.” The same con- 
clusion was reached in S. v. County Court, 33 W. Va., 589, in which it 
is said: “It may be that the county court has acted erroneously and 
even in disregard of the best interests of the people of the county, but 
having a discretionary power, it cannot, while legitimately exercising 
that power, however erroneously or contrary to the best interests of 
the county, be controlled by mandamus.” In 8. v. Comrs., 119 Ind., 
444, itis said: “It appears from the facts found, that the board 

of commissioners in the exercise of their discretion, refused to (420) 
order the bridge repaired. The present is therefore not a case 

where the commissioners refused to act, but is one in which they did not 
act In a manner to suit the relators, who now ask the court to compel 
them to reverse their former action. This cannot be done by mandamus 
proceedings.” Smith on Mun. Corp., section 1564; 19 A. & E. (2 Ed.), 
8138. While we hold in accordance with the authorities cited in the light 
of the facts in this case, as developed either by the complaint or the 
facts found by the judge, that the plaintiff is not entitled to a mandamus 
commanding the commissioners to repair the bridge, we do not hold 
that in no case can such relief be granted. If the Legislature had 
directed a bridge to be built and maintained in proper condition for 
public travel as a part of a public highway, and provided the money 
or directed that a special tax be levied for that purpose, we would not 
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hesitate to direct the writ to issue, commanding the board to discharge 
the imposed duty. The county, being an agency of the State, and the 
commissioners being, in respect to the opening and maintaining high- 
ways, State officers, may be compelled by mandamus to discharge such 
_ duty when no discretion is vested in them, as in Tate v. Comrs., 122 
_N. C., 812. In that case the General Assembly had by special act 
directed the commissioners of Haywood County to levy a special tax 
for the purpose of keeping in repair the public roads. The plaintiff ap- 
plied to the court for a mandamus as in this appeal. The present Ohief 
Justice, speaking of the status of counties, said: “They are subject to 
legislative authority which can direct them to do, as a duty, all such 
matters as they can empower them to do.” Referring to Broadnaw v. 
Groom, supra, he says: “It merely holds that as to those matters which 
the status has legally committed to the discretion of the county com- 
missioners, the courts cannot interfere to restrain or supervise the 
exercise of that discretion. But this is no authority that the law- 
(421) making power cannot restrict the authority it confers upon the 
county commissioners by making the manner of working the 

roads mandatory in any county.” Jones v. Comrs., 187 N. C., 579; 
People v. Supervisors, 142 N. Y., 271. In this case the power and duty 
of the commissioners being dependent upon the general law by which 
a discretion is vested in them, there is no power in the courts to inter- 
fere by mandamus, Hwbank v. Turner, 184 N. C., 85. The same reason 
and authorities bring us to the conclusion that his Honor properly de- 
nied the injunction restraining the defendant from proceeding to erect 
the bridge across the river as contracted for with the defendant Construc- 
tion Company. It is true that the power to construct bridges is con- 
fined to public highways, and if it were made to appear that the defend- 
ant board was threatening to expend the public revenues to construct 
a bridge over a river at some point to which there was no approach 
or means of exit by the public, the courts would enjoin it as ultra vires. 
The power conferred by chapter 50 of The Code, to build and keep up 
bridges, refers exclusively to public bridges. This is manifest from the 
language of section 2034 of The Code. It is also true that his Honor 
finds that at this time there is no public highway leading to the point 
upon the banks of the river at which the proposed new bridge is to be 
built, but he also finds that the board has in contemplation the opening 
of a public road to such point, and that arrangements have been made 
for that purpose, that a petition has been filed and is now pending before 
said board for that purpose. The order in which the work is to be per- 
formed is within the sound discretion of the commissioners, and his 
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Honor finds that they have exercised this discretion honestly and in a 
manner which they conceived to be for the best interest of the people 
of the county. This finding excludes any interference by the courts. It 
will be manifest, upon slight consideration that an attempt on the part 
of the court to direct or control the exercise of such discretion, 

would lead to confusion and conflict highly injurious to the pub- (422) 
lic welfare. We-find no error in his Honor’s judgment in that 
respect, nor do we find any error in the ruling rejecting the testimony 
proposed to be introduced by plaintiff. We notice that the summons 
is made returnable in term and not, as in cases where mandamus, for 
other than money demanded, is prayed before the judge at chambers 
as provided by Code, section 623. This was doubtless because of the join- 
der of a prayer for injunctive relief. We are not quite sure that his 
Honor upon the hearing at Monroe, of the motion for writ of mandamus 
and injunction, should have dismissed the action. The cause should 
regularly have been docketed in Moore County at the time the sum- 
mons was issued. It would have been more orderly for his Honor 
to have transmitted the orders made at Monroe to the clerk to be duly 
noted, and at the next term judgment dismissing the action, unless the 
complaint was by leave of court amended, be entered. Ewbank v. Tur- 
ner, 184 N. C., 77. 

We concur with his Honor that upon the alispaitones in the complaint 
the plaintiff was not upon either cause of action entitled to the relief 
demanded. There is 

No error. 


Cited: Edwards v. Goldsboro, 141 N. C., 71; 8S. v. R. R., 2b., 741; 
Soloman v. Sewerage Co., 142 N. C., 449; Ward v. Comrs., 146 N. C., 
5387; Burke v. Comrs., 148 N. C., 47; Bd. of Education v. Comrs., 150 
N. C., 122; Howell v. Howell, 151 N. C., 579; Vineberg v. Day, 152 
N. ©., 358; Davenport v. Comrs., 163 N. ©., 149; Parrott v. R. R., 
165 N. C., 809; Supervisors v. Comrs., 169 N. C., 549; Lucas v. Bel- 
haven, 175 N. C., 128; Board of Education v. Comrs., 178 N. C., 318; 
Hamlin v. Carlson, vb., 484. 
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(423) : 
| IN RE SCARBOROUGH WILL. 


(Filed 31 October, 1905.) 


Wills—Production for Probate—Proceedings for Contempt—Power of 
Court—Practice. 

1. Where the clerk of the court of G. County issued a notice to the respond- 
ent, who had the will of the deceased in his possession, to exhibit the 
same for probate, it was the duty of the respondent to obey the summons, 
and he could have raised in his answer the question of whether the will 
should be probated in G. or L. County. . 


2. An order of the clerk of the court of G. County which adjudged the re- 
spondent guilty of contempt and that he be committed to jail, until such 
will was produced, was properly reversed on appeal where it appears that 
the respondent cannot comply with the condition upon which he might 
be discharged, because the clerk of L. County now has ae of the will 
and has refused to surrender it to the respondent. 


8. Upon appeal from an order of the clerk adjudging the respondent in con- 
tempt, there was no error in the judge allowing additional affidavits to be 
filed on the hearing before him, 


4. In a proceeding to attach the respondent for contempt in not producing for 
probate a will, the question whether the will should be probated in G. or 
L. County is not presented and cannot be passed upon. 


Rule against B. F. Searborough to appear and show cause why he 
should not be attached for contempt in not producing the will of Sam 
W. Scarborough for probate before the clerk of the Superior Court 
of Guitrorp, heard by Ward, J., by consent, at August Term, 1905, of 
GuitrorD, on appeal from an order of said clerk adjudging the re- 
-spondent in contempt. From the judgment discharging the respondent, 
the petitioners, A. E. and Clyde Scarborough, executors under said will, 


appealed. 


(424) Scales, Taylor & Scales for petitroners. 
John A. Barringer and W. P. Bynum, Jr., for eeconte 


Come C. J. S. W. Scarborough died 22 May, 1905, in Lenoir 
County. The clerk of the Superior Court of Guilford County, being 
of opinion that the deceased had his legal domicile in the county of 
Guilford at the time of his death, on 27 May, appointed collectors of 
his estate, and issued by virtue of section 2154 of The Code to the re- 
spondent in Lenoir County, who had the will of the deceased in his — 
possession, notice to exhibit the same for probate in Guilford County. 
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The notice was served on the respondent 29 May. Thereafter on the 
same day, the respondent consulted counsel in Kinston, Lenoir County, 
and the clerk of the Superior Court of said county, and under their ad- 
vice delivered the will to the clerk of the Superior Court of Lenoir 
County, by whom, later, it was probated. The clerk of the Superior 
Court of Guilford County thereupon issued notice to the respondent 
to appear at his office in Greensboro, on 26 June, and show cause why 
he should not be attached for contempt. The respondent appeared and 
filed his answer setting forth the affidavit of counsel that he had advised 
the respondent that the will should be probated in Lenoir County, and the. 
affidavit of the clerk of the Superior Court of Lenoir that on 25 May, 
he advised. the respondent that the will should be probated in Lenoir; 
that on 29 May the respondent left the will in his office for probate, 
and that on 1 June the witnesses appeared, whereupon the said will 
was duly probated and recorded and is now on file in his office as part 
of the records thereof; that on 29 or 30 May the respondent came to his 
office and requested him to surrender said will that he might comply 
with the order of the clerk of Guilford Superior Court, but being of 
opinion that the will should be probated in Lenoir, he declined to sur- 
render it to the respondent. | 

In the respondent’s answer he avers that he was guided by (425) 
the advice of counsel and of the clerk of Lenoir Superior Court; 
that he intended no contempt; that he is unable to produce the 
will because the clerk of Lenoir Superior Court refused to deliver’ the 
same to him; and he also filed many affidavits tending to show that the 
testator died domiciled in Lenoir County. Thereupon the clerk of the 
Superior Court of Guilford adjudged the respondent guilty of contempt 
and ordered that he be committed to jail, without bail, until such will 
was produced. Upon appeal the judgment was eorensed and the 
respondent was discharged. 

When the notice from the eee of Guilford re Court was 
served upon the respondent, it was his duty to obey the summons, and 
on appearing before the clerk of Guilford Superior Court he should 
have set up his evidence to show, if he could, that the will should be 
probated in Lenoir County, and if that were held against him he could 
have appealed. to the judge, and thence to this Court. Had the respond- 
ent been held for contempt and punished for such disobedience, the 
judgment would have been sustained if the disobedience was willful 
and not an honest mistake, Code, section 648 (4), as the clerk seems to 
have adjudged, for he imposed no sentence for such contempt, but di- 
rected that the respondent be imprisoned unless he produced the will 
in fifteen days, and to remain imprisoned until he does. 
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As it sufficiently appears that the respondent cannot do this, that the 
clerk of Lenoir Superior Court has custody of the will (Code, section 
2154), and has refused to surrender it to the respondent who applied 
for the same, that he might obey the process issued to him from Guil- 
ford, this amounts to an order of perpetual imprisonment, since it 1s 
out of the respondent’s power to comply with the condition upon which 
he might be discharged. His Honor therefore properly discharged the 
respondent. | 

Nor was there error in the judge allowing additional affidavits to be 

filed on the hearing before him. In re Deaton, 105 N. C., 62, 
(426) it is held that “on appeal from the Superior Court, the findings 

of fact by the judge are conclusive and this Court can only re- 
view the law applicable to such state of facts, but upon appeal from a 
court below the Superior Court to that court, it is the duty of the Su- 
perior Court judge to review the facts as well as the law, and in his 
discretion he can hear additional testimony orally or by affidavits.” 
This case has been cited and approved: Finlayson v. Accident Co., 109 
N. C., 199; King v. R. R., 112 N. C., 821; In re Gorham, 129 N. C., 
490; Turner v. Machine Co., 183 N. C., 385. 

The question whether the will should properly be probated in Guil- 
ford or Lenoir County is not presented and cannot be passed upon in 
this proceeding. Whether the clerk of Guilford was right or wrong in 
assuming jurisdiction, it was the duty of the respondent to obey the 
notice served upon him before he had delivered the will to the clerk of 
Lenoir, and he could have raised the issue in his answer to that sum- 
mons. He should not have decided it himself. It is equally true that 
as the respondent has it not in his power now to produce the will, he 
cannot be imprisoned till he does, irrespective of the inquiry whether the 
will should be probated in Guilford or Lenoir. 

No error. 





— —- . es 


(427) 
CUNNINHAM y. RAILROAD. 


(Filed 31 October, 1905. ) 
Issues—Insurance-—Loan ‘or Advancement—Subrogation—Real Party 
in Interest—Assignment of Cause of Action. 


1. The refusal to submit issues tendered is no ground for exception, where 
the issues submitted fairly present to the jury the controverted questions 
of fact. 


2. Where a cause of action is not against the defendant as a common carrier, 
but for that while the cotton was in a compress building belonging to J. 
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awaiting compression and shipment, it was burned by the negligence of 
the defendant, a contract between plaintiff and insurance brokers, to 
which the insurance companies were not parties, to make an advance 
- “pending collection from the carrier or other bailee”’ has no application. 


3. The receipt executed by the plaintiffs for “amount of 500 bales of cotton 
burnt at compress” and their letter acknowledging receipt of check ‘in 
settlement of our claim for total loss of 500 bales of cotton” and express- 
ing their appreciation of the “promptitude with which the underwriters 
settled the claim” and their hope that the “underwriters will be recouped 
a substantial portion of their loss’’ negative any suseennen of a loan or 
advancement. 


4. When the insurer against fire has paid the loss sustained, it is subrogated to 
the rights of the insured and can alone, under section 177 of The Code, as 
the real party in interest, maintain an action against the wrongdoer, and 
this right to be subrogated is independent of section 44, chapter 54, Laws 
1899, and it is immaterial whether the insured makes an actual assign- 
ment or not. 


_». If after knowledge of the payment of the loss by the insurer, the wrongdoer 
pays the damages sustained by the destruction of the property, such pay- 
ment will not bar the action of the insurer to recover upon his subrogated 
right. 


6. Where a cause of action is assignable, either at law or in equity, the as- 
signee is the real party in interest, and the equitable owner of any spe- 
cies of property or right of action must prosecute in his own name. 


Action by Danson Cunningham and others against the Sea- (428) 
board Air Line Railway, heard by Neal, J., and a jury, at Sep- 
tember Term, 1905, of Waxkz. 

This action was instituted by the plaintiffs, residents of Liverpool, 
England, for the recovery of the value of 500 bales of cotton alleged 
to have been burned by the negligence of the defendant. Two causes 
of action were set out in the complaint, but at the trial the plaintiffs 
withdrew all claim by reason of the first cause. The defendant denied 
that plaintiffs were the owners of the cotton or that the same was burned 
by. its negligence. For a further defense the defendant alleged that the 
cotton was covered by insurance policies issued by The Standard Marine 
Insurance Company, Ltd., and The Thames and Mersey Marine In- 
surance Co., and that the insurance companies had paid to the plain- 
tiffs, on account of said policies, the full value of the cotton. That, by 
reason of such payment, the companies were subrogated to any and all 
claim, right or demand which plaintiffs had against it by reason of the 
destruction of said cotton. That the insurance companies were the real 
parties in interest and were necessary parties to this action. There- 
upon the insurance companies, by leave of the court, came in, made 
themselves parties plaintiff and filed their complaint, denying that 
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they were subrogated to the rights of the plaintiffs, saying, however, 
that if the court should be of the contrary opinion, they adopted 
the complaint. Defendant duly answered the complaint of said in- 
surance companies. At the conclusion of the evidence the insurance 
companies voluntarily took judgment of nonsuit. His Honor sub- 
mitted to the jury the following issues: 1. Were the plaintiffs, Cun- 
ningham & Hinshaw, the owners of the cotton sued for at the time 
of the fire? Ams. Yes. 2. Was the cotton covered by policies of 
insurance, and has such insurance been paid? Ans. Yes. 3. Did 
such insurance inure to the benefit of the defendant, and if so, in what 

sum? Jury need not answer this issue. 4. Was said cotton 
(429) burned by the negligence of the defendant, as alleged in the com- 

plaint? Ans. No. 5. What was the value of the cotton at the 
time and place of the fire?” Judgment was entered upon the verdict, 
and plaintiffs appealed. | 


Armistead Jones & Son and J. N. Holding for plaitrffs. 
T. B. Womack and Day & Bell for defendant. 


Connor, J., after stating the case: The first issue having been found 
for the plaintiffs, we are brought to a consideration of the plaintiffs’ 
exceptions to his Honor’s rulings upon questions pertaining to the 
second issue. The plaintiffs tendered certain issues which his Honor 
declined to submit, and they excepted. We think that the issues sub- 
mitted fairly presented to the jury the controverted questions of fact. 
Criticism is made of the form of the second issue, but as the jury were 
practically instructed how to answer it, the form becomes immaterial. 
The defendant took the depositions of certain persons, including one 
of the plaintiffs, in Liverpool. Many objections were made to the 
‘questions and answers contained in the depositions, the validity of 
which is dependent upon the conclusion to which we are brought: in 
regard to the materiality of the testimony. The controversy was di- 
rected to the proposition, maintained by the defendant, that the cotton 
was insured and that the loss had been paid in full, before this action 
was commenced. That, by reason of such payment, the insurers became 
subrogated to the right of action, if any, which had accrued to the 
plaintiffs, and that under section 177 of The Code they were the real 
parties in interest and could alone maintain the action. The deposi- 
tions tended to show that C. T. Bowring & Co., Lid., of London, in- 
surance brokers, took out for the plaintiffs policies of insurance covering 
the cotton in controversy, in The Standard Marine and Thames 
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Mersey Insurance Companies; that upon the destruction of the (430) 
cotton the companies were duly notified of and adjusted the loss 
at the full value, plus ten per cent for advance in price, as per terms 
of the policy. There is no serious controversy in respect to these 
facts. The plaintiffs denied that the loss had been paid, insisting that 
the amount received by them from the companies was an advance or 
loan to be repaid from the amount collected from the carrier. It ap- 
pears that C. T. Bowring & Co., the brokers, gave to the plaintiffs a 
writing “on the inside but not Attached to the policies,” in the following 


words: 
“Srason oF 1902-1908. 


C. T. Bowrine & Co., Lrv., London. 
9 SrpremMBER, 1902. 
Messrs. Cunningham & Hinshaw: | 
In consideration of your acceptance of our policy containing the stipu- 
lation ‘this policy does not cover any cotton in the custody or control 
of any land carrier or other bailee,’ we agree that in event of loss on such 
cotton, we will advance to you our proportion of the amount of such loss, 
pending collection from the carrier, or other bailee, as a loan without 
interest, the repayment thereof to be conditional upon and only to the 
extent of the net amount recovered by you from the carrier, and we 
further agree that we will pay and assume all costs and expenses in- 
curred by you in connection with such recovery.” 


On 6 November, 1902, Bowring & Co. notified the insurance companies 
of the loss. On 7 November, 1902, the company sent to Bowring & Co. 


the following: 
“LIVERPOOL, 7 Nov., 1902. (431) 


Messrs. C. T. Bowring & Co., Ltd., London: 
Cr. with The Standard Marine Insurance Co., Lid. 
By advance against 500 bales of cotton, destroyed by fire at Hamlet, 
N. C., pending collection of loss from carrier, £2, 357. 10 cheque here- 
with. ” 


On 8 November, 1902, Bowring & Co. delivered to the Standard Fire 
Insurance Ganpane the following receipt : 
“Lonpon, 8 Nov., 1902. 
_ Received from the Standard Marine Insurance pee 
the sum of two thousand, three hundred and fifty-seven pounds, thirteen 
shillings, and eight pence, being P. C. of mechanician 8 3-8 and claim 
account, fire at Hamlet, N. C., as per credit note No. 29216-29218, 


£2,357 10 8. C. T. Bowrine & Co., Ltd.” 
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The same transactions were had with The Thames Mersey Marine 
Insurance Co. The total amount of the loss, plus ten per cent was 
£4,715. On 11 November, 1902, the plaintiffs executed to Bowring & 
Co. the following receipt: 


“LIvERPOOL, 11 Nov., 1902. 


Received from Messrs. C. T. Bowring & Co. . . . the sum of four 
thousand, seven hundred and fifteen pounds, amount of claim five hun- 
dred bales cotton burnt at compress. | 

Cunnineuam & Hinsuaw, 
per Alfred Collins.” 


On the same day the plaintiffs sent Bowring & Co..the following 
letter : 


(432) “Dear Srrs:—We are in receipt of your credit note and cheque 
in settlement of our claim for total loss of 500 bales of cotton 
burnt at Hamlet, N. C., and now enclose our receipt. We much ap- 
preciate the promptitude with which the underwriters have settled the 
claim. We sent the bill of lading by last Saturday’s mail to our senior 
in New Orleans to assist in recovering from the carriers and we hope 
the underwriters will be recouped a substantial portion of their loss. 
Yours faithfully, 
CunnineHam & Hinsuaw. - 
The only parol evidence bearing upon the construction of the writing 
was that of W. E. Hargraves, one of the members of the firm of Bow- 
ring & Co., who described the manner in which the policies were pro- 
cured and the loss paid. W. A. Williams, who was underwriter to the 
Standard Fire Insurance Co., testified regarding the issuance of the 
policy, saying that the entire transaction was with Bowring & Co., and 
that the money was paid to them as an advance on the loss. S. T. 
Cross occupied the same relation to The Thames Mersey Company. 
Cunningham, one of the plaintiffs, testified that the plaintiffs were 
suing jointly with the insurance companies and were the real parties in 
interest. That they had a loan from the insurance companies. That 
he never saw the policies of insurance or the contract between the in- 
surance companies and Bowring—only the policies between themselves 
and Bowring. | 
We have examined this testimony with care. His Honor instructed 
the jury that “Upon all the evidence, if the jury shall find it to be true, 
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the cotton was insured and the plaintiffs had been paid in full therefor 
and the jury will answer the second issue ‘yes.’” To this instruction 
plaintiffs excepted. It will be observed that the plaintiffs’ second cause 
of action, upon which they are demanding judgment, is not against the 
defendant as a common carrier, but for that while the cotton was in a 
cotton compress building belonging to Chas. E. Johnson & Co., 

at Hamlet, awaiting compression and shipment, it was burned (433) 
by the negligence of the defendant. Considered from this point 

of view the contract in regard to making an advance which seems to have 
been made by Bowring & Co., and to which the insurance companies are 
not parties, has no application. The agreement, contained in that 
writing is to make an advance “pending collection from the carrier or 
other bailee.” Here there is no loss sustained while the property is in 
the possession of the carrier nor is the claim for any loss occurring from 
any default of the bailee, C. E. Johnson & Co., but against the defendant 
as an independent wrongdoer. The money could not well be said to 
have been paid pursuant to an agreement having no application to the 
manner of loss. We do not perceive any evidence of a loan by the in- 
surance companies to the plaintiffs. Without.discussing the construc- 
tion of the several writings between Bowring & Co. and the insurance 
companies, it is sufficient to say that the receipt executed by the plaintiffs 
to Bowring & Co., on 11 November, 1902, for four thousand seven hun- | 
dred and fifteen pounds, “amount of claim of five hundred bales cotton 
burnt at compress,” negatives any suggestion that Bowring & Co. 
were making a loan or advancement. This is further negatived by 
the terms of the letter of same date from plaintiffs to Bowring & Co., 
acknowledging receipt of cheque “in settlement of our claim for total 
loss of five hundred bales of cotton,” etc. They also express their 
appreciation of the “prompitude with which the underwriters have 
settled the claim,” and state that they have sent the bill of lading 
to their senior in New Orleans to assist in recovering from the carriers, 
expressing the hope that “the underwriters will be recouped a substantial 
portion of their loss.” After a careful examination of the evidence, we 
concur with his Honor that the plaintiffs were paid in full by the in- 
surers. ‘There are authorities sustaining the claim of the insured to 
recover of the carrier or wrongdoer for destruction of property 

when it is'insured, the insurer having made a loan pending the (434) 
litigation. We see no reason why this may not be done. The 
wrongdoer is primarily liable. In a case much like this, the court held 
that the transaction constituted a payment. Lancaster Mills v. Mer- 
chant, etc., 14 8. W., 317 (Tenn.), in which a strong opinion is written 
by Lurton, J. The serious question in the appeal is thus presented: 
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What were the rights of the insurers upon payment of the loss, and how 
is it to be worked out? This court, in Insurance Company v. RB. B.,. 
132 N. C., 75, held that when the insurer had paid the loss, it was 
subrogated to the rights of the insured and could, under our Code, 
maintain the-action against the wrongdoer. It is said, however, that this 
decision is based upon section 44, chapter 54, Laws 1899, by which the 
Standard Form of insurance policy is prescribed, and it is provided that 
the insurer shall, upon the payment of the loss, be subrogated, etc., and 
that the insured shall make an assignment to the company. That the 
statute writes into the policy this provision, and that these policies are 
not in the form prescribed and contain no such provision. We think 
that the right of the insurer to be subrogated to the rights of the in- 
sured, is independent of our statyte. It has been recognized and en- 
forced by many courts long before the passage of the statute, which was 
merely declaratory of the law. Mr. Sheldon, in his work on subrogation, 
section 280, says: “The insurers against fire, of property which has 
been destroyed by fire, communicated from a locomotive engine, will, 
upon payment of the loss, be subrogated to the extent of their payments 
to the remedies of the insured, or the owners of the property insured and 
destroyed, against the railroad company for the loss.” Chief Justice 
Shaw, in Hall v. R. R., 138 Mete. (54 Mass.), 99 with his usual force 
and clearness, says:. “Now, when the owner, who prima facre stands 
to the whole risk, and suffers the whole loss, has engaged another per- 
son to be at that particular risk for him,.in whole or in part, the 
(435) owner and the insurer are, in respect to that ownership, and the 
risk incident to it, in effect one person, having together the bene- 
ficial right to an indemnity provided by law for those who sustain a loss 
by that particular cause. If, therefore, the owner demands and receives 
payment of that very loss from the insurer, as he may, by virtue of his 
contract, there is a manifest equity in transferring the right to indem- 
nity, which he holds for the common benefit, to the assurer. It is one 
and the same loss, for which he had a claim of indemnity, and he can 
equitably receive but one satisfaction. So that, if the assured first ap- 
plies to the railroad company, and receives the damages provided, it 
diminishes his loss pro tanto, by a deduction from and growing out of 
a legal provision attached to, and intrinsic in the subject insured. The 
liability of the railroad company is, in legal effect, first and principal, 
and that of the insurer secondary; not in order of time, but in order of 
ultimate liability. The assured may first apply to whichever of these 
parties he pleases; to the railroad company, by his right at law, or to 
the insurance company, in virtue of his contract. But if he first applies 
to the railroad company who pay him, he thereby diminishes his loss, by 
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the application of a sum arizing out. of the subject of the insurance, 
to-wit: the building insured, and his claim is for the balance. And it 
follows, as a necessary consequence, that if he first applies to the insurer 
and receives his whole loss, he holds the claim against the railroad com- 
pany in trust for the ee Where such an equity exists, the party 
holding the legal right is conscientiously bound to make an assignment 
in equity to the person entitled to the benefit; and if he fails to do so, 
the cestuz que trust may sue in the name of the trustee, and his opal 
interest will be protected, G 

To the same effect is Ins. Co. v. R. R., 21 N. J. Ea., 107. “The pay- 
ment of a total loss by the insurer works an equitable assignment | 
to him of the property and all the remedies which the assured (436) 
had against the carrier for the recovery of its value.” AR. BR. v. 
Jurry, 111 U. S., 584. This right is not dependent upon, nor does it 
grow out of any privity of contract. It is a doctrine of equity by which 
one, who is secondarily hable upon a contract, pays the debt, or dis- 
charges the obligation, is substituted to all of the rights of the creditor 
or person holding the claim against the party primarily liable. It is 
based upon equitable conceptions of natural justice. It is not dependent 
upon an actual assignment of the debt or obligation. “The rights ac- 
quired by subrogation do not depend upon a written assigment of the 
claim. Upon payment of the insurer, the insurance company is regarded 
as an assignee in equity.” Clement on Fire Insurance, 368, citing 
Ins. Co. v. R. R., supra, and many other cases. 

Prior to the adoption of our Code of Procedure, ie action to enforce 
the claim of the insured could be prosecuted in a court of law, only in 
the name of the insured, to the use or for the benefit of the insurer. The 
insurer has the same right or cause of action which the insured had, 
and his recovery is limited to the rights of the insured. He could not 
prosecute an independent cause of action for the wrong done, but only 
that which accrued to the insured. This right is not based upon any 
supposed consent of the insured to permit him to sue in his name, it 1s 
an absolute right created and conferred upon the payment of the loss. 
It is held, that if, after knowledge of the payment of the loss by the 
insurer, the wrongdoer pay the damages sustained by the destruction 
of the property, such payment will not bar the action of the insurer to 
recover upon his subrogated right. Ins. Co. v. RB. R., supra, the Chan- 
cellor saying: “If the railroad company had not paid H. his damages, 
or had paid them to him knowing that he had received the amount in- 
sured from the complainants, they are liable to the complainants in a 

suit at law, which they have the right to bring in the name of H. 
(437) without his consent, to repay them the damage to the amount of 
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the sum paid by them, and that release by H. would be no defense 
to such suit.” It will be observed that in many cases cited, the suits 
are brought in the name of the insured, but it will be noted that they 
are to the use or for the benefit of the insurer. In Hart v. R&R. B. supra 
“the insurance company sues in the name of the plaintiff,” ete., in 
U.S. v. Tobacco Co., 106 U. S., 403, suit was brought to the use of the’ 
insured. We think the authorities abundantly sustain the proposition 
that the right of the insurer upon payment of the loss is perfect and ab-— 
solute, and that he is the real party in interest. It would seem to 
follow that under seetion 177 of our Code, the insurer must bring the 
action. While it is true that section 177 does not authorize the assign- 
ment of a thing in action not arising out of contract, it has been held ~ 
that where a cause of action is assignable, either at law or in equity, the 
assignee is the real party in interest, and that the equitable owner of 
any species of property, or right of action must prosecute in his own 
name. In Hart v. Rk. R., supra, it is said that the right to sue is in 
the nature of an equitable assignment, which authorizes the assignee to 
sue in the name of the assignor for his own benefit, except under the re- 
formed Codes of Procedure, which permit any action to be brought in 
the name of the real party in interest. Sheldon on Subrogation, sec. 
230; Clement on Fire Insurance, 369. “The right of the insurance 
company is derived from the insured alone, and can be enforced in his 
right only. At common law it must be asserted in the name of the in- 
sured, or, under the modern Codes of Practice, it may be asserted by the 
insurance company in its ow1 name, when it has paid the full value of 
the property insured.” Ibid. We do not think that the right to sue in 
its own name, as sustained by this court in Insurance Co. v. A. R., supra, 
is dependent upon the Act of 1899, nor do we think the language of 
the Chief Justice open to that construction. For some, we pre- 
(438) sume, good reason, the insurance companies voluntarily retired 
from this litigation, thereby expressly repudiating the suggestion 
that it was being prosecuted for their benefit. So far as this record 
shows, this action is prosecuted by the plaintiffs, for the purpose of re- 
covering the value of the cotton burned for their own benefit. It may 
be that if they were permitted to recover, the insurers would be entitled 
to sue them for the amount. However this may be, it is clear that the © 
insurers may also, and notwithstanding the result of this action, sue the 
defendant upon their subrogated right. It is an elementary truth that 
a defendant should not be subjected to two actions by different parties 
for the same wrong. The case of Hammond v. Schiff, 100 N.-C., 161, 
does not present the question decided in this case, nor is that decision 
in conflict with what is here decided. The wrongdoer being primarily 
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liable, cannot reduce the amount of the plaintiff’s recovery by showing 
that he is insured, nor can the insurance company in any action upon . 
the policy, reduce the recovery by showing that the plaintiff has a cause 
of action against the wrongdoer. In the last case, the insurer must, in 
discharge of his contract, pay the loss and obtain indemnity by suing, 
formerly in the name of the insured, now under our Code, in his own 
name, the wrongdoer. As said by Shaw, C. J., 1f the insured has sued 
the wrongdoer and recovered the whole or a portion of the loss, such re- 
covery will inure to the benefit of the insurer, who, as between the 
wrongdoer and himself, is primarily hable. In neither case and by no 
method of procedure, will the injured party be allowed to recover 
double satisfaction. His right as against either is to be compensated for 
his loss; to one, he looks by way of damages for the tort; to the other, 
by way of indemnity upon his contract. To the suggestion that if the 
plaintiffs are not permitted to recover, the wrongdoer is not required 
to pay damage sustained by his wrongful act, it 1s sufficient to say that 
he is liable to only one party, primarily to the injured party, by 
substitution to the party who has indemnified the injured party. (439) 
If the insurance companies do not choose to prosecute their 

right, that is no reason why the plaintiffs shall be permitted to recover 
double satisfaction, or to maintain a cause of action which, by receipt 
of the money from the insurance company, passed out of them into the 
company. For reasons based upon the distribution of remedial powers 
between two jurisdictions, the cause of action which vested in the in- 
surer, was formerly prosecuted in the name of the insured; now, when 
all such distinctions are abolished, and all rights are enforced, and 
wrongs redressed in one form of action, by the real party in interest, 
the insurer may sue, or, to cite the language of the Chief Justice mm 
Insurance Co. v. R. R., supra, “whether the insured made an actual as- - 
signment or not 1s immaterial, as the subrogation was complete upon the 
payment, and the sole right of recovery passed to the company.” As 
showing the opinion prevailing in the profession, we note that other 
suits based upon payment of loss by an insurance company for property 
burned, are brought in the name of the company. Ins. Co. v. R. R., 
138 N. C., 42. 

Being of the opinion that the plaintiffs, not being the real parties in 
interest, cannot maintain the action, we do not deem it necessary to dis- 
cuss the exceptions to his Honor’s rulings pertaining to the fourth issue. 
The judgment must be 

‘ Affirmed. 


Cited: Horne v. Power Co., 144 N. C., 877; Fideluty Co. v. Grocery 
Co,, 147 N. C., 513; Powell v. Water Co., 171 N. C., 297; Ins. Co. v. 


Woolen Mills 172 N. C., 536. 
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(440) 
DAVIS v. EVANS. 


(Filed 31 October, 1905.) 


Evidence—Transaction with Deceased—Argument of Counsel. 


1. In an action on a note given by defendant’s intestate, if the plaintiff had 
undertaken to testify in his own behalf that he had or had not made a 
demand for payment of the note of the intestate such evidence should on 

_ objection have been excluded as incompetent under section 590, and it 
was not proper for defendants counsel to comment on the failure of the 
plaintiff to testify on this question of demand. 


2. Where counsel for the defendant, in his closing speech to the jury, com- 
mented on a fact not relevant to the issue and argued an erroneous propo- 
sition of law and this was immediately brought to the attention of the 
court, both by objection and by a prayer for instruction presented at the 
time, the failure of the court to advert to the matter either at the time 
or in the charge was error, which entitles the plaintiff to a new trial. 


Action by S. E. Davis against M. E. Evans, administratrix of A. M. 
Evans, deceased, on appeal from a justice of the peace before Bryan, J., 
and a jury, at November Term, 1904, of Granvirtz. The plaintiff de- 
clared on a note given to him by the defendant’s intestate, and the de- 
fendant having pleaded payment, the question was held on that issue. 
Verdict and judgment for the defendant, and the plaintiff excepted 
and appealed. 


Graham & Devin for plainteff. 
No counsel for defendant. 


Hoxs, J. The question presented for consideration i is stated in ne 
case on appeal as follows: 
“Where counsel for defendant in his closing speech to the jury con- 
tended that plaintiff had failed to testify that he had ever demanded 
payment of the note from Mark Evans, in his life time, and 
(441) proceeded to argue that that was some evidence that the note was 
not due, the counsel for plaintiff arose and called attention to the 
fact that under section 590 of The Code, the plaintiff was not competent 
to testify as to any transaction or conversation with the deceased, and at 
once requested the court in writing, to charge the jury as follows: ‘That 
Mark Evans being dead, the plaintiff, could not testify as to any trans- 
action or conversation with him, except some conversation about which 
the administratrix had testified, and therefore could not have testified 
that he demanded payment of the note of Mark Evans, in his life time.’ ” 
The court charged the jury as follows: “Defendant having admitted 
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the execution of the note, the burden of proof as to its payment is upon 
her and she must show payment by the preponderance of the evidence. 
She contends the note has been paid, and the plaintiff contends it has not — 
been paid. It is a mere question of fact. Counsel for defendant was 
right in stating that there is no law in it. If you find for defendant you 
will answer the issue ‘yes’; if you find for plaintiff you will answer the 
issue ‘no,’ ” and made no other response to plaintifi’s prayer for instruc- 
tion, nor other reference to the argument of defendant’s counsel, ob- 
jected to by plaintiff, either in the charge or at the time the same was 
made, 

If the plaintiff had undertaken to testify in his own behalf that he 
had or had not made a demand for payment of the note of the defend- 
ant’s intestate, such evidence should on objection have been excluded by 
the court. It clearly involved a transaction with the deceased, and was 
incompetent under section 590. Armfield v. Colvert, 103 N. C., 147; 
Hopkins v. Bowers, 108 N. C., 298; Davidson v. Barden, ante, 1, and 
Stocks v. Cannon, ante, 60. 

' When the counsel for defendant proceeded to comment on the failure 
of the plaintiff to testify on this question of demand, he was comment- 
ing on a fact not relevant to the issue, and when he further argued 

to the jury that such testimony would not have been as to a (442) 
transaction by conversation with the deceased, he was urging an 
erroneous proposition of law. This was immediately brought to the at- 
tention of the court, both by objection and by the prayer for instruction 
presented at the time. The argument was continued with the apparent 
sanction of the court, and was well calculated to make a wrong impres- 
sion on the jury, to the plaintiff's prejudice. In failing to advert to the 
matter, either at the time or in the charge, there was error which entitles 
the plaintiff to a new trial. 

Furthermore, the statement in the charge, “that the case presented 
only a question of fact; that the counsel for the defendant was right, 
there was no law in it,” tended to confirm the impression the jury had 
no doubt already conceived, that the court approved, as sound, the legal 
proposition maintained by counsel. There is error. 2 Eng. Pl. & Pr., 
710; Thompson on Trials, sec. 950; People v. O’Brien, 68 Mich., 467: 
S. v. Hrle, 9 Mo. App. .» 0893 8. v. Ussery, TIS IN Ce AAT, 

New trial. 
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(443) 
LANE vy. COMMISSIONERS. 


(Filed 7 November, 1905.) 
Taxation—Emigrant Agents—Officer of Foreign Corporation. 


An officer of a foreign corporation coming into this State and hiring hands for 
employment by himself as the officer of the corporation, is not “engaged 
in the business of hiring hands,” ete., and is not liable Tor the tax on emi- 
grant agents, une Revenue Act of 1905. 


Action by C. W. reas abaast Board of Commissioners of Rowan 
County, heard by Peebles, J., upon an ie statement of facts, at Au- 
gust Term, 1905, of Rowan. 

Civil action haga In justice’s court ie upon appeal, heard in the 
Superior Court on an agreed statement of facts: The plaintiff is, and 
was at the times hereinafter mentioned, a resident of the State of Vir- 
ginia. He is and was at said times one of the four stockholders, and a 
director and the secretary of Lane Bros. Co., a corporation doing rail- 
road construction work in the States of Virginia and West Virginia. 
The work of the company at . . . West Virginia, is, and was at 
said times, under the immediate control and management of the plain- 
tiff. He alone hired employees to labor for the company at as 
West Virginia, ‘and he alone had authority to discharge them. The 
three other members of the company severally had entire charge of the 
construction work in three different places in said States. 

On 18 July, 1905, the plaintiff was in Rowan County, North Caro- 
lina, and then and there procured laborers for employment for Lane 
Bros. Co., to work under himself at . . . West Virginia, on cer- 
tain railroad construction, which he superintended and managed for the 
company. None of the laborers were used or employed in any other 

business, or under the management of any person other than the 
(444) plaintiff. The plaintiff came to Rowan County for this purpose. 

They were not carried to West Virginia for any other purpose. 
The plaintiff received no consideration or compensation for carrying the 
laborers out of the State, from any person or corporation. He received 
as such manager and secretary, a regular salary from Lane Bros. Co., 
and the company paid the transportation of the laborers to West Vir- 
ginia. He has not solicited laborers to leave this State to be employed in 
any business, and under no management except as above. 

At the time he paid the emigration license tax, as hereinafter set 
forth, it was not his purpose to carry laborers from North Carolina, ex- 
cept to be used as above, and under his personal direction. The plaintiff 
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is not an emigrant agent unless the above facts constitute him such. Be- 
fore taking the laborers away, the sheriff of Rowan County required 
him to pay an emigration license tax of $200. (Sec. 74, chap. 588, Laws 
1905.) The tax was. paid under written protest, and to avoid being de- 
tained and interrupted in his business, the plaintiff contending that the 
collection thereof was illegal, invalid and unauthorized, and that the 
tax impairs the privileges and immunities of the citizens of one State 
in another State. Within thirty days after paying the $200 license tax, 
he demanded in writing of the proper State and county officers, that the 
amount be refunded to him in accordance with sec. 30, chap. 558, Laws 
1901, and the officers refused to refund it or any part thereof. From a 
judgment for the plaintiff, the defendant appealed. 


Overman & Gregory for plaintiff. 
T. C. Innn for defendant. 


Connor, J., after stating the case: The aatenaentas | oe the 
facts set ‘coh brings the case within the decision in S. v..Roberson, 136 
N. C., 587. It will be noted that the jury in that case found bya 
special verdict that the defendant “did engage in the business of (445) 
procuring laborers for employment out of the State, to wit: for - 
one R. H. Jones, in the State of Georgia, without having paid,” ete. 
This finding brought the defendant. clearly within the language and 
spirit of the statute. 

This case, in our opinion, comes within the principle of Carr v. Com- 
MASSLONETS, 136 N. C., 125—the only difference between the two cases 
being that in one the elane et hired hands for himself, while in the other 
he hired for a corporation of which he was director and manager, in re- 
spect to the work for which the hands were employed. In neither case 
can it be said the plaintiff was “engaged in the business of hiring hands,” 
etc. We cannot perceive any distinction between the cases because of 
this difference. As we said in both cases (following S. v. Moore, 113 
N.C., 697; 22 L. R. A., 472; and S. v. Hunt, 129 N. C., 686; 85 Am. 
St. 758), the statute is a revenue measure imposing a tax upon the busi- 
ness of hiring hands, etc. Its validity can be sustained only upon this 
view. We do not intend to hold that a corporation, engaged in busi- 
ness in another State, may employ an agent to come into this State 
and “engage in the business” of hiring hands without being amenable 
to the tax. We simply hold that an officer of a foreign corporation, com- 
ing here under the circumstances set forth in this record, and hiring 
hands for employment by himself, as the officer of the corporation, is 
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not “engaged in the business,” ete. It may be difficult to draw the line 
in advance, so as to make the demarkation clear. We can only decide 
each case as it comes to us, keeping in view the general principle an- 
nounced in Moore’s case, and in Hunt’s case, supra. 

We coneur with his Honor. The judgment must be 

Affirmed. 





(446) 
BERNARD vy. SHEMWELL. 


(Filed 7 November, 1905.) 


Pleadings—Demurrer — Parties—Premature Appeal —M orgagnr and 
Mort gag ee—Foreclosure. 


1. Where a demurrer, in a proceeding for foreclosure upon the ground that the 
mortgagor, who had assigned his equity of redemption, was not made a. 
party, was sustained, but no order was made directing him to be made a 
party, or dismissing the action for failure to do so, no appeal lies at this 
stage, even if such order is prejudicial. 


2. A mortgagor who, since the execution of the mortgage, has parted with his 
interest in' the premises by an absolute conveyance, retaining no longer 
the equity of redemption, is not a necessary defendant in foreclosing the 
mortgage. | . 


Action by George Bernard against Baxter Shemwell and others, 
heard upon demurrer, by Bryan, J., at April Term, 1905, of Davipson. 
From a judgment sustaining the demurrer, the plaintiff appealed. 


Walser & Walser for plaanttff. 
McCrary & Ruark and BE. EF. Raper for defendant. 


Crark, C. J. This was a demurrer in a proceeding for foreclosure 
upon the ground that the mortgagor, who had assigned his equity of re- 
demption, was not made a party. The judge sustained the demurrer, but 
did not make any order directing him to be made a party, or dismissing 
the action for failure to do so. Had the plaintiff declined to make the 
additional party and the action had then been dismissed, an appeal 
would lay. But the plaintiff should either have taken that course, or 
have had his exception noted, and making the additional party, should 

have brought the interlocutory order up for review, if it proved 
(447) prejudicial and the final judgment were against him. If the 
final judgment should be in his favor, or the interlocutory order 
should not prove injurious, a review thereof would not be desired. The 
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court does not entertain fragmentary appeals. It can very rarely hap- 
pen that making an additional party will be a serious prejudice, and 
hence such orders are usually discretionary, and not reviewable. Code, 
section 273; Tillery v. Candler, 118 N. C., 889, and cases cited. 

But should it be contended that such order is prejudicial, no appeal 
lies at this stage. Lane v. Richardson, 101 N. C., 181; Emry v. Parker, 
111 N. C., 261; Bennett v. Shelton, 117 N. C., 103; Gammon v. John- 
son, 126 N. C., 67. The appellant should have noted his exception and 
have presented it for review upon appeal from the final judemien, should 
it be adverse to him. | 

Even if the mortgagor had been made a party, no probable injury to 
the plaintiff thereby is shown. The appeal must be dismissed because 
premature, but it is not amiss to say that the mortgagor could have no 
possible interest in this action, since he had conveyed his equity of re- 
demption. “It is well settled that a mortgagor who, since the execution 
of the mortgage, has parted with his interest in the premises by an ab- 
solute conveyance, retaining no longer the equity of redemption, is not 
a necessary defendant in foreclosing the mortgage. Neither are the 
heirs of such person necessary parties, nor are his personal representa- 
tives or his wife.” 9 Enc. Pl. & Pr., 332, and numerous cases there 
cited; Jones on Mortgages (3 Ed.), sec. 1402. 

The court having sustained the demurrer, the plaintiff should be al- 
lowed to make the mortgagor a party, or if (as suggested) this is im- 
possible, the judge may allow the complaint to be amended so as to set 
up that allegation. 

Appeal dismissed. 


Cited: Etchison v. McGuire, 147 N. C., 389; Kerr v. Hicks, 154 N. C., 
269; Armfield Co. v. puaren 178 N. C., 304; Joyner v. Fiber Co., 
ab., 635, . 





(448) 
WALKER vy. MILLER. 


(Filed 7 November, 1905. ) 


Partnership—Death of Partner — Deed—Parinership Name — Latent 
Ambiguity—Powers of Court—New Parties—EHquitable Title—Jur- 
wdiction of Justice of Peace. 

1. The death of a partner, in the absence of any stipulation in the articles of 

copartnership to the contrary, works an immediate dissolution, and the 
title to the assets vests in the surviving partner impressed with a trust to 


close up the partnership business, pay the debts and turn over to his per- 
sonal representative the share of the deceased partner. 
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2, An arrangement between distributees and legatees to permit their property 
with the consent and codperation of the personal representatives of de- 
ceased partners to remain in common and to be used for their joint bene- 
fit, adopting the name of the old firm, constitutes a partnership. 


3. A deed made to “Jas. Webb, Jr., & Bro.,” a partnership name and style 
adopted by the distributees and legatees of the deceased partners, is valid, 
though the partners are not named in the deed, it being a latent ambi- 

: suity which may be explained by parol. . 

4. The court may at any time before or after judgment direct other ‘persons 

~ to be made parties to the end that substantial justice be done. 


5. The owner of an equitable title may sue in a justice’s court for the recov- 
ery of crope. 


feos by CX. Waller and others against W. J. Miller, heard by 
Peebles, J., at the March Term, 1905, of Oranen. 

This is an action for the recovery of crops, instituted in justice’s court, 
brought by appeal to the Superior Court, and heard by Peebles, J., who 
by consent, found the facts respecting the title to the land upon which 

the crops were grown. For some time prior to 1893, Jas. Webb, 
(449) Jv., and Jos. C. Webb, were engaged in mercantile business, as 

eo-partners under the firm name and style of Jas. Webb, Jr., & 
Bro. Jno. C. Webb died in 1893, leaving a last will and testament, prop- 
erly executed and proven to pass real and personal estate, naming Jas. 
Webb, Jr., executor, who duly qualified. He bequeathed and devised his 
entire aunts to his widow, Alice Webb. 

With’ the full knowledge and consent of said Alice Webb, the surviv- 
ing partner and executor continued to conduct the said miesoanitile busi- 
ness under the same name and style. Mrs. Webb did not become a mem- 
ber of the firm, but permitted and consented that the executor should 
use her husband’s estate to carry on the business as it was done prior to 
his death. | 

James Webb, Jr., died in February, 1904, intestate, leaving as his 
~ heirs at law and distributees, Mary Webb, his widow, and Brown R. 
Webb, and J. C. Webb, his sons. The estate of Jos. C. Webb was not 
settled at the time of the death of said Jas. Webb, Jr. 

A. J. Ruffin and H. W. Webb were appointed ‘and duly qualified as 
administrators of Jas. Webb, Jr., deceased. T. N. Webb and J. Cheshire 
Webb were appointed adininiscrntons: with the will annexed, of Jos. C. 
Webb, deceased. On 15 February, 1904, the said administrators joined 
in the publication of a notice to debtors of the firm of Jas. Webb, Jr., 
& Bro., to make prompt payment, concluding: “We take great pleas- 
ure 3 in penieine the old friends and patrons of this firm that the busi- 
ness is to be continued indefinitely under the same style and management. 
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and we earnestly solicit the continuance of your valued patronage, 
promising to give you, at all times, the best possible values, together with 
the most courteous treatment.” Neither of the administrators put any 
money into the business, nor did they intend to form a new firm, but 
did intend to give notice that the business would be continued under the 
firm name and style of Jas. Webb, Jr., & Bro., with the funds be- 
— longing to the estates of the deceased partners, which had been in- (450) — 
vested in said business. This action was taken with the full | 
knowledge and consent of the heirs, distributees, devisees and legatees, 
of both of said deceased partners. On 18 July, 1904, the property and. 
assets of the firm of Jas. Webb, Jr., & Bro. were sold to H. W. and J. C. 
Webb. The old firm was continued for the sole purpose of collecting the 
debts and settling the business. J. Cox Webb was appointed agent to col- 
lect the debts due the firm. | 

Jas. Webb, Jr., & Bro., held a judgment against defendant Miller, 
duly docketed in Orange County. D. 8. Miller held a mortgage on the 
land of defendant Miller, which he duly foreclosed under power of sale 
therein. The crops in controversy were growing on the lands at the time 
of the sale. J. Cox Webb became the purchaser at the sale, paying the 
purchase price from money collected by him on account of the debts due 
Jas. Webb, Jr., & Bro., and took deed therefor to Jas. Webb Jr., & Bro. 
Soon thereafter, Alice H. Webb, widow of Jos. C. Webb, and B. R. 
Webb, J. Cox Webb, children, and Mary B. Webb, widow of Jas. Webb, 
dr., executed a deed for said land to plaintiffs. The land brought at said 
sale an amount in excess of the mortgage debt. In an action brought 
by defendant Miller, the administrators of Jas. Webb, Jr., and Jos. C. 
Webb intervened; the said Miller claimed and recovered on account of 
his homestead interest in said land, $112.75, the balance, $55, being ap- | 
plied to the judgment held by said administrators. His Honor was of 
the opinion, upon the foregoing facts, that as the title to the land did 
not pass by the deed from D. S. Miller to Jas. Webb, Jr., & Bro., the 
plaintiffs acquired none by the deed of Mrs. Alice Webb and others. 
He rendered judgment dismissing the action. The plaintiffs excepted 
and appealed. 


Jno. W. Graham for plaintiffs. 
No counsel for defendant. 


Connor, J. His Honor was of the opinion that there was no (451) 
such person or partnership in existence as Jas. Webb, Jr., & Bro. 
at the time of the sale of the land, and upon the elementary proposition 
that, to constitute a valid deed of conveyance, there must be a grantor, 
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grantee and thing granted, the deed or paper writing having the form 
of a deed was inoperative. It is of course common learning that the 
death of a partner, in the absence of any stipulation in the articles of co- 
partnership to the contrary, works an immediate dissolution; that the 
title to the assets vests in the surviving partner, impressed with a trust 
to close up the partnership business, pay the debts and turn over to his 
personal representative the share of the deceased partner. We speak 
only of the personalty in this connection. The facts found by his Honor 
show that upon the death of Jos. C. Webb, his widow, sole legatee, per- 
mitted the surviving partner, who was also executor of her husband, to 
continue the business under the name of the old or original firm. This 
condition, with her consent, continued for nine years. The only persons 
interested in the assets, other than creditors, were Jas. Webb, Jr., and 
Mrs. Alice Webb. His Honor finds that Mrs. Alice Webb did not be- 
come a member of said firm so as to be personally responsible for debts 
incurred after her husband’s death. We do not see how this is material 
to the questions presented upon this appeal, and we do not. express any 
opinion regarding her liability to creditors, notwithstanding her pur- 
pose or intention. Certainly she and the executor were the real, bene- 
ficial and only owners of the property and the profits accruing from 
the business. Upon the death of Jas. Webb, Jr., the same arrangement 
was made and continued by all of the parties in interest. They were 
all sua juris, and we can see no reason why inter sese it was not compe- 

tent for them to permit their property, with the consent and co- 
(452) operation of the administrators, to remain in common and be used — 

for their joint benefit, adopting any name or style agreeable to 
them for more easily and conveniently carrying out their purpose. The 
fact that they chose to carry on the business under the name of the old 
firm, does not change their rights. They could, if they had so preferred, 
selected any other name. Of course, the old firm, as originally consti- 
tuted, was dissolved by death of the partners. Whether the parties so 
intended or not, the legal effect of what they did was to create a new 
and original arrangement for carrying on business, the capital of which 
was contributed by the beneficial owners of the property. The fact that 
they selected the administrators of the deceased partners to manage the 
business so far as the questions presented upon this record, is imma- 
terial. It may be that if debt were contracted, habilities not contem- 
plated would have attached. For the purpose of this appeal, the trans- 
action consisted of an arrangement between the distributees and legatees 
with the approval of the administrators to use the property for a joint 
and common benefit. The widows and children of the deceased partners 
were the owners and the administrators were their agents. Viewed from 
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this standpoint, we have parties conducting business in a manner which 
in a limited, if not absolute sense, constituted a partnership adopting 
a name, which, by reason of being well known and enjoying the confi- 
dence of its customers, was valuable to them. It was entirely proper, 
and not unusual, that they should do so—there was no concealment of 
_ the personal status of the parties. They gave notice of the death of the 
original partners. It is not uncommon for a business which, by reason 
_ of the credit and reputation for integrity of the founders, possesses value 
to be conducted, after their death, under its original name. In such 
cases it is the business of the living owners, and contracts made by or 
with them, under the name adopted, have all the force and effect as it 
made in the names of the individuals to whom it belongs. A man, 

if he chooses, may carry on business in a name other than his (453) 
own, or as said by Hrle, C. J., in Maughan v. Sharpe, 112 E. C. 

L., 448: “It is clear that individuals may carry on business under any 
name and style which they may choose to adopt.” That a deed to a 
partnership, in which the partners are not named, is valid, is abund- 
antly established by this, and many other courts. In Murray v. Black- 
ledge, 71 N. C., 492, the deed was made to “Murray, Ferris & Co.”; to 
the objection that the deed was inoperative because there was no grantee, 
Rodman, J., said: “But a deed for land is not for that reason void, any 
more than a bond for the payment of money 1s. It is a latent ambiguity 
which may be explained by parol.” Institute v. Norwood, 45 N. C., 65. 
In Morse v. Carpenter, 19 Vermont, 614, the mortgage was made to 
“Morse & Houghton, of Bakersfield.” Parol evidence was received to 
show that two persons were doing business in Bakersfield under that. 
firm name. fFoyce, C. J., referring to descriptions ambiguitas patens, 
said: “There is, however, an important difference between a description 
which is inherently uncertain and indeterminate, and one which is 
merely imperfect, and capable on that account of different applications. 
To correct the one is, in effect, to add new terms to the instrument; 
while to complete the other is only to ascertain and fix the application 
of terms already contained in it.” The distinction between a patent 
and a latent ambiguity is pointed out with his usual clearness by Pear- 
son, C. J., in Institute v. Norwood, supra. In Wakefield v. Brown, 38 
Minn., 361, it is said: “If the true owner conveys by any name, the 
conveyance, as between the grantor and grantee, will transfer title and in 
all cases evidence aliunde the instrument is admissible to identify the 
actual grantor. The admission of such evidence does not change the 
written instrument, or add new terms to it, but merely fixes and applies 
terms already contained in it.’ The same principle controls 

when the uncertainty or ambiguity is regarding the grantee. (454) 
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The same is held in Blanchard v. Floyd, 93 Ala., 53, Coleman, J., say- 
ing: “If the proof shows that Blanchard & Burrus, a partnership, were 
the purchasers of the land they owned as tenants in common an equita- _ 
ble interest in the land.” In Mewage v. Burke, 48 Minn., 211 (45 N. W. 
R., 155), a mortgage to “Barnham & Lovejoy” was held valid, Dickin- 
son, J., saying: “While it is necessary to the legal validity of such in- 
struments that there be a grantee having a legal existence, capable of 
taking, and: certainly designated, or so designated that his identity can 
be certainly ascertained, these conditions are complied with in this case; 
resort being had, as may be done, to facts beyond the instrument for 
the purpose of applying the description or designation of the persons 
named to the persons so described.” 1 Jones on Conveyances, 244. In 
Maughan v. Sharpe, supra, the deed was executed to “The City Invest- 
ment and Advance Co.” It was objected that as there was no such cor- 
poration, the deed was void. Frle, C. J., said: “The bill of sale under 
which the defendants claim purports to convey the property to The City 
Investment and Advance Co., and not to the defendants by name; and 
it was contended for the plaintiffs that the goods could not pass to Sharpe 
and Baker. . . . It is clear that individuals may carry on business 
under any name and style which they may adopt, and I see no reason 
why the defendants may not do so under the name of The City Invest- 
ment and Advance Co. . . . As between these parties the company 
are Sharpe and Baker, and the conveyance in question is a conveyance to 
those individuals, I cannot therefore say that the deed was inoperative 
on this ground.” 

Williams, J., said: “In this case, I apprehend the meaning of the 
grant is plain; the deed purports and intends to convey the goods to 
those persons who-use the style and firm of The City Investment and 

Advance Co. They may or may not be a corporation, but, where 
(455) it is ascertained that those who carry on business under that name 

are the defendants, the deed operates to convey the property to 
them.” Sheppard’s Touchstone, 286. His Honor, in his judgment, 
cites Neal v. Nelson, 117 N. C., 393, in which it is held that a deed to 
“A and his heirs,” A being dead, is void. This decision is put upon the 
ground that “heirs” is a word of limitation and not of purchase. It is 
said that a deed to “A or his heirs” would be good, A being dead, if his 
heirs could be ascertained. It is well settled that a deed to “A and his 
children” is valid to vest the title in them as tenants in common. His 
Honor was of the opinion that “After 18 July, 1904, when the goods 
and store were sold to H. W. Webb and J. C. Webb, no one constituted 
the old firm of Jas. Webb, Jr., & Co. It then ceased to exist.” He there- 
fore concluded that the deed from D, 8. Miller conveyed nothing, leaving 
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the legal title in Miller in trust for the administrators. If it be con- 
ceded, as his Honor concluded, that the old firm ceased to exist, cer- 
tainly the assets belonged to some one. Jos. C. Webb was appointed 
agent to collect them. There were no debts to pay, the assets then be- 
longed to the legatees and the distributees of the deceased partners. 
When J. Cox Webb, in executing the trust reposed in him to collect the 
assets, purchased the land with the money of his principals and directed 
title to be made in the name of the old firm, it is manifest that it was 
his purpose to put the title in the persons who paid the purchase money. 
They ratified his act, treating the land as theirs by selling to the plain- 
tiffs. The defendant, W. J. Miller, recognized the status of the title by 
suing for and receiving from the purchase money his homestead inter- 
est. We can perceive no reason why, both upon reason and authority, 
in the light of the fact found by his Honor, the latent ambiguity in the 
description of the parties in the deed is not removed, and the true dwn- 
ers ascertained to be the grantors of the plaintiffs. Lowe v. Carter, 55 
N. C., 383; Ryan v. Martin, 91 N. C., 464; Stemmons v. Allison, 118 
N.C., 776. It is sometimes said that only an equitable title is con- 

veyed in such cases. The better view, we think, is that which we (456) 
find sustained by the authorities cited, that the ambiguity 1s latent 

and open to explanation by which the real party is disclosed and the 
deed treated as if the name were inserted. If, however, the other view 
be adopted, the same result would follow in this case. It is well set- 
tled, under our judicial system, that a party may recover in ejectment 
upon an equitable title. Clark’s Code, section 177, and cases cited (p. 
102). The mortgagee, D. 8S. Miller, has sold under the power and re- 
ceived the purchase money more than sufficient to pay the mortgage 
debt. The mortgagor, W. J. Miller, has received his interest in the sur- 
plus—the administrators turned over the assets of the late firm of Jas. 
Webb, Jr., & Bro. to J. C. Webb to collect for the benefit of the owners— 
he has in the discharge of his agency applied their money to the pur- 
chase of the land and procured a deed to be made, as he understood and 
intended, to them—they acting upon the belief that the land was theirs, 
have sold for a valuable consideration to the plaintiffs. We cannot 
see how a more perfect equitable title could vest in the plaintiffs, If, as 
the learned judge thought, the naked legal title still remained in D. 
S. Miller, certainly no one save the plaintiff can call for it. There are 
no unadjusted questions between the administrators and the grantors of 
the plaintiffs, or between W. J. Miller and either of the parties to the 
transactions—he does not suggest any reason why the plaintiff should 
not recover save that they are not the.real parties in interest. We think 
that they are the real and only parties in interest, and are entitled to 
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recover the crops. If, however, D. S. Miller was a necessary party, we 
can see no reason why he should not be brought in now to perfect the 
record. The action should not have been dismissed. The court may at 
any time before or after judgment direct other persons to be made par- 

ties to the end that substantial justice be done. While it is true 
(457) that a justice has no power to administer an equity—the owner 

of an equitable title may sue in the justice’s court. Lutz v. 
Thompson, 87 N. C., 384. Many of the difficulties which obstructed 
the courts in the administration of justice and necessitated the dismissal 
of suits because of a divided jurisdiction between courts of law and 
courts of equity—or the failure to sue out the writ applicable to the 
right to be enforced—are avoided by the reformed codes of procedure. 
Courts now seek to ascertain the facts and administer the right to the 
real party in interest. Amendments are liberally made to enable the 
court to so mould the judgment that substantial justice is administered. — 
Upon the facts found by his-Honor judgment should have been entered 
that the plaintiffs are the owners of the crops in controversy. Judg- 
ment will be entered accordingly in the Superior Court of Orange. 

Reversed. 


Cited: Fidelity Co. v. Grocery Co., 147 N. C., 518; Sherrod v. Mayo, 
156 N. C., 150; Gold Mining Co. v. Lumber Co., 170 N. C., 277; Robin- 
son v. Daughtry, 171 N. C., 202; Joyner v. Fiber Co., 178 N. C., 636. — 





TUSSEY v. OWEN. © 
(Filed 7 November, 1905.) 


Contracts—Performance by Plainteff—Pleadings—Issues—Burden of 
Proof—Evidence—Recovery on Specific Contract—Quantum Merutt. 


1. In an action to recover on a specific contract for services rendered to the 
testator, where the complaint failed to allege in specific terms that the 
plaintiff fully performed the contract on her part, or that she was pre- 
vented from performing it by the testator, or by those authorized to act 
for him, it should be redrafted as to those particulars or properly 
amended. . 


2. In an action to recover on a specific contract for services rendered by 
plaintiff to her father, the proper issue as to amount of recovery is “what 
sum, if any, is plaintiff entitled to recover?” 
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8. Although the breach of a specific contract for services rendered to the 
testator is admitted by the answer, the burden is still on the plaintiff to 
establish the performance of it on her part, or else that she was prevented 
from performing it by the testator or those acting for him. 


4, Where the plaintiff agreed to remain with her father and work for him 
during his lifetime, and in consideration thereof he agreed to devise her 
one-fourth of his estate, evidence that fifteen months before his death the 
plaintiff married and removed to another State, is an abandonment of the 
contract, and she could only recover on the contract by showing some 
legal excuse for nonperformance, and her testimony that she did not go 
back after she got married, they did not want her to go back, would not 
justify a finding that she was prevented by her father from performing 
the contract. 


5. A party to a contract cannot maintain an action for its breach without 
averring and proving a performance of his own antecedent obligations 
arising on the contract, or some legal excuse for a nonperformance thereof. 


6. While in some cases a recovery is permitted upon a quantum meruit, when 
a recovery could not be had upon the contract for the contract price, yet 
no recovery can be had for the contract price unless the contract has been 
performed. 


Acrion by Della Tussey and her husband against L. A. Owen, (458) 
executor of Anderson Owen, deceased, heard by Long, J., and a 
jury, at August Term, 1905, of Davipson. 

This 1s an action to recover on a specific contract or agreement set out 
in the complaint for services rendered by plaintiff Della, to her father, 
Anderson Owen. The material allegations of the complaint are denied 
in the answer. The issues and responses were as follows: 

1. “Did the testator, Anderson Owen, make the agreement with the 
plaintiff, Della Owen, to pay her at his death for her services as alleged 
in the complaint? Answer. Yes. | 

2. “Did the plaintiff, Della, render the services to her father agree- 
ably to said contract as alleged in the complaint? Answer. Yes. 

3. “What, if any, is the value of such services? Answer. 
$1,500.” (459) 

From the judgment rendered, the defendant appealed. 


Watson, Buxton & Watson and Walser & Walser for plaintiffs. 
EH. FE. Raper for defendant. 


Brown, J. The cause of action as stated in the complaint, as well as 
by counsel for plaintiff on the argument, is substantially that plaintiff, 
Della Tussey, the daughter of Anderson Owen, she being then of age, 
and unmarried, agreed to remain with her father and work for him dur- 
ing his life time and that in consideration thereof he agreed that at his 
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death he would devise her one-fourth of all his lands and personal estate; 
that she performed the contract on her part and that her father made 
a will carrying out the contract on his part, but afterwards added a codi- 
eil.in which he revoked the will so far as he had willed the said property 
to the feme plaintiff, and devised all his estate to his wife and his two 
sons, thereby failing to carry out the contract. 

The complaint fails to allege in specific terms that the feme plaintiff 
fully performed the contract upon her part or that she was prevented 
. from performing it by the testator or by those duly authorized to act for 
him. Therefore if it is deemed advisable to try this case again, the com- 
plaint should be redrafted as to those particulars or properly amended. 
There is some objection to the form of the third issue. It should be, 
“What sum, if any, is plaintiff entitled to recover ?” 

If the contract, as alleged in the complaint, be established, its breach 
is admitted by the facts stated in section 6 of the answer, but the burden 
is still on the plaintiff to establish the performance of it on her part, or 
else that she was prevented from performing it by the testator, or those 
acting for him. That the feme plaintiff, Della, did not perform the con- | 

tract is fully established by all the evidence, including her own. 
(460) A fair interpretation of the contract set out required her to 

remain with her father and serve him until his death, as he was 
old and afflicted. She failed to do that. On the contrary she was mar- 
ried 11 March, 1908, and immediately removed to Chattanooga, and 
returned only after her father died. He lived for fifteen months after 
her marriage and removal to Chattanooga and only added the codicil 
to his will after that event, viz., on 18 January, 1904. In view of these 
facts the plaintiff can only recover upon the contract by showing some 
legal excuse; as that she was prevented from performing the contract by 
her father or those authorized to act for him. As the marriage and re- 
moval to Chattanooga were voluntary acts upon her part, the evidence 
that she was prevented from performing the contract would have to an- 
tedate such events, so as to Justify her apparent abandonment of it. The 
feme plaintiff testified: “I did not go back after I got married. They 
did not want me to go back.” That statement alone would not justify a 
finding that she was prevented by her father from performing the con- 
tract. . 

The pleadings have been framed and the case tried upon the theory that 
a specific contract (not an implied one) had been entered into between 
the plaintiff and her father; that she performed it, and that there was 
a breach of it upon his part. Therefore it is unnecessary to review the 
numerous cases which have come before this Court as to when a contract 
will be implied between parent and child, that the former will pay for the 
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services rendered by the latter after attaining full age. The jury have 
found the first issue as to the agreement in favor of. the plaintiff, and 
there was evidence to support such finding. But the record fails to dis- 
close any evidence whatever to justify the response to the second issue, 
to wit: that she performed the contract upon her part. “The proposi- 
tion is too plain to need any reference to authority in its support, that 
a party to a contract can not maintain an action for its breach without 
averring and proving a performance of his own antecedent obliga- 
tions arising on the contract, or some legal excuse for a non- 
performance thereof.” Smith C. J., in Ducker v. Cochrane, 92 (461) 
N.C., 597. 

His Honor instructed the j jury: “If you find that the contract was that 
he would pay her one-fourth of his estate at his death for her services, 
you will consider all the evidence offered on that question and determine 
what the value of the one-fourth of the estate is, and make your answer 
to the third issue from the facts as you find them to be.” The defendant 
excepted. This instruction cannot be sustained in view of the fact that 
the plaintiff failed to perform the contract. Under the form of the third 
issue, it is practically a judicial determination that the value of her serv- 
ices equals one-fourth of the testator’s estate. | 

There is a class of cases, where under some circumstances the rigor of 
the common-law rule has been relaxed, and a person has been permitted 
to recover the actual value of his services, although failing to perform 
the entire contract on his part. In some cases, the law implies a promise 
to pay such remuneration as the benefit conferred is really worth. 
Dumali v. Jones, 23 Howard, U. 8., 220. But we know of no authority 
to support the claim that the plaintiff could recover the full contract 
price, unless she had performed the contract. Chief Justice Smith 
quotes a number of such cases in Chamblee v. Baker, 95 N. C., 100, but 
he also quotes with approval from the opinion in Munroe v. Phillips, 
8 Ellis & Black, 739: “The inclination of the courts is to relax the 
stringent rule of the common law, which allows no recovery upon. a 
special unperformed contract, nor for the value of the work done, because 
the special includes an ‘mplied contract to pay. In such case, if the 
party has derived any benefit from the labor done, it would be unjust to 
allow him to retain that without paying anything. Accordingly, restric- 
tions are 1mposed upon the general rule, and it is confined to contracts 
entire and indivisible, and when by the nature of the agreement, 
or by express provision, nothing 1s to be paid fill all as per- (462) 
formed.” 

The general ice is laid down in Cutler v. Powell, 2 Smith L. C., 1: 
“But if there has been an entire executory contract and the plaintiff has 
performed a part of it, and then willfully refuses without legal excuse, 
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and against the defendant’s consent, to perform the rest, he can recover 
nothing, either in general or special assumpsit.” This rule has been 
repeatedly recognized and acted on by this Court. Thigpen v. Leigh, 
93 N. C., 47; Lawrence v. Hester, vbid., 79. | 

Some of the cases cited may have been modified so as to permit a 
_ recovery upon a quantum meruit, when a recovery could not be had upon 
the contract for the contract price. 

But the authorities are uniform that no recovery can be had for the 
contract price unless the contract has been performed and that is the 
ground upon which we put our decision. 

For these reasons we think the motion to nonsuit should have been 
allowed. 

Error. 


Orted: S. c., 147 N. C., 387; Corinthian Lodge v. Smith, rb., 246; 
Sykes v. Ins. Co., 148 N. C., 18; Willis v. Construction Co., 152 N. C., 
105; Jones v. Sandlin, 160 N. C., 153; Supply Co. v. Roofing Co., w., 
445; Steamboat Co. v. Transportation Co., 166 N. C., 586; McCurry v.. 
Purgason, 170 N. C., 468; Ball v. McCormack, 172 N. C., 681; West v. 
Laughinghouse, 174 'N. C., 217; Poe v. Brevard, vb., 713; Hearne v. 
Perry, 178 N. C., 104. 





(463) 
LINDSAY v. AUSTIN. 


(Filed 7 November, 1905.) 


Ejectment—Locating Boundaries—Reversing Calls—Instructrons— 
Evidence—Adverse Possession—Statute of Limitations—Grants. 


1. The general rule is that in order to locate a boundary, the line should be 
run with the calls in the regular order from a known beginning, and the 
test of reversing in the progress of the survey should be resorted to 
only when the terminus of a call cannot be ascertained by running for- 
ward, but can be fixed with certainty by running reversely the next suc- 
ceeding line. | 


2. Where in the calls of a deed “Beginning at a red oak, John Mullis’s corner, 
about 60 links from said branch and runs north 53 degrees, east 2 chains 
and 42 links, to a post oak, Jenkin’s corner; then north 78 degrees, east 
20 chains, to a pine, Jenkin’s other corner; then north 47 degrees, west 10 
chains to a large rock,” etc, there was no evidence to locate the red oak, 
called for as the beginning, nor the post oak called for as the second 
corner, but there was evidence to locate the “pine, Jenkin’s other corner,” 
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and the “large rock,” an instruction that if the jury find that the large 
rock is one of the natural objects, ete., “then the plaintiff had the right 
to reverse the calls in the grant and run from said rock to find the be- 
ginning corner,” was proper. 


3. In an action of ejectment, where plaintiff showed possession out of the 
State by a registered grant made in 1822, and mesne conveyances to 
themselves, with evidence of possession in 1866 and 1867 and from 1889 
to 1896, a motion to nonsuit was properly denied, where the action was 
brought in 1902 and the defendant’s possession under color did not become 


- exclusive until 1896. 


4, In an action of ejectment, where at the date of a grant from the State to 
the defendant, the plaintiffs had failed to show title out of the State 
‘either by possession or grant, and also failed to show seven years’ posses- 
sion under color of title since the date of that grant, the court erred in 
refusing to nonsuit the plaintiffs. 


Action by R. E. Lindsay and others against John M. Austin, (464) 
heard by Neal, J., and a jury, at August Term, 1905, of Union. 
_ This was an action of ejectment to recover two tracts of land. The 
court submitted the following issues: 

i. Are the plaintiffs the owners and entitled to the possession of the 
lands described in the complaint ¢ Ans. Yes. 

2, Was the defendant in the possession of the lands at the time this 
action was brought? Ans. Yes. 

From the judgment rendered upon the verdict, the defendant ap- 
pealed. 


Adams, Jerome & Armfield for placnteffs. 
Redwine & Stack for defendant. 


Brown, J. The plaintiffs claim two tracts of land, containing five 
and one-half, and thirty-five acres, the former under certain deeds and 
the latter under a grant to William Mullis, dated 1822, and through 
mesne conveyances to themselves. The defendant claimed under an 
entry made in 1889 and a grant issued in 1890, and undertook to show 
continuous adverse possession from February, 1889, to the time of trial. 
The record in the case presents thirty-five exceptions, to which we have 
given consideration, notwithstanding a large number of them seem to 
have been abandoned, or not noticed by the defendant in his brief. 

The defendant’s principal exception is to his Honor’s refusal to non- 
suit the plaintiffs upon the evidence. This exception cannot be sus- 
tained as to the thirty-five acre tract. As to that tract, plaintiffs showed 
a grant in 1822 to William Mullis, registered between 1819 and 1824; 

a deed from Lindsay, executor, to Mary J. Lindsay, registered 20 April, 


367 


IN THE SUPREME COURT. [139 





LINDSAY v. AUSTIN. 


1881; a deed from Griffing, commissioner, to J. F. Austin, registered 21 
December, 1885 and mesne conveyances to the plaintiffs. The title being 
out of the State, the plaintiffs showed evidence of possession in 1866 
and 1867, and again from’ 1889 to 1896. The defendant entered this 
land in 1889, and a grant was issued to him in 1890, and he re- 
(465) mained in possession of a part thereof until the time of the 
trial, but S. C. Criscoe, a cotenant with the plaintiffs, was in 
possession of a part of the land from 1889 to 1896, and the defendant’s 
possession did not become exclusive until after Criscoe left in 1896, 
and he was in possession under color, from 1896 until the time this 
action was brought in 1902, which was not sufficient to ripen his title. 

Of the other exceptions insisted upon by the defendant, we deem it 
proper to consider the tenth and eleventh, which relate to the location 
of the William Mullis grant, upon the locating of which, plaintiff’s 
title to the thirty-five acre tract depends. The court instructed the jury 
as follows: 

“Tf the jury find from the greater weight of evidence that the large 
rock pointed out on the plat at C is one of the natural objects in the 
line of the boundaries of the grant to William Mullis, then the plaintiffs 
had the right to reverse the calls in the grant, and run from said rock 
to find the beginning corner.” | 

This instruction was given at the request of the plaintiffs and the 
defendant excepted. | | 

The calls of the William Mullis grant are: “Beginning at a red oak, 
John Mullis’s corner, about 60 links from said branch and runs north 
58 degrees east, 2 chains and 42 Imks, to a post oak, Jenkins’ corner; 
then north 73 degrees east, 20 chains to a pine, Jenkins’ other corner; 
then north 47 degrees west, 10 chains to a large rock; then north 9 de- 
grees east, 18 chains and 50 links, to Pinion’s corner stake, one post oak 
and pine pointers; then, with Pinion’s line, south 51 degrees west, 22 
chains and 50 links to Weatherford’s branch; then down the various 
courses of said branch to the beginning.” The surveyor testified in sub- 
stance that he failed to find any evidence to locate the red oak, John 
Mullis’ corner, 60 links from Weatherford’s branch, which is the be- 

ginning corner of the William Mullis grant; that he also failed 
(466) to find any evidence of the post oak at the end of the course 

north 58 east, 2 chains and 42 links to a post oak, Jenkins’ cor- 
ner, and failed to locate by evidence Jenkins’ corner. The surveyor fur- 
ther testified that he did find the pine stump on the course reading north 
73 east, 20 chains to a pine and that there was a solid line to the pine 
stump, “Jenkins’ other corner.” The next call is north 47 degrees 
west, 10 chains to a large rock, etc. The surveyor testified that he found 
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this rock; that 1t was three feet out of the ground, permanent and im- 
movable; and that in order to locate the beginning he started at this 
rock and reversed the call and went to the pine stump, “Jenkins’ other 
corner.” He further testified as follows: “We then put on the varia- 
tion and started for that corner on the branch. We reversed the call and 
it led us to that corner marked, no corner found, 2 chains and 50. links 
from the beginning corner, that is where our distance gave out. We 
then reversed the first call and adjusted bearing and that carried us to 
the beginning corner, there to the red oak.” He was asked, “What 
distance was that as marked on the plat?” and answered, “I have it 
marked 252; I believe one grant has it marked 242 and another 252. 
As best I remember it the deeds differ 10 links.” He was also asked, 
“Mr. Mullis, you found the pine at Jenkins’ corner at B, and wert back 
to the beginning by reversing the course to Jenkins’ corner, to the pine 
stump, then to the beginning corner and reversed the run from the ~ 
large rock?’ He answered, “Yes, sir, with the adjusted bearing.” 
The defendant contends that under the evidence it was not permissible 
to locate the beginning corner by reversing the courses from the large 
rock as was done by the surveyor, and that therefore the plaintiffs have 
failed entirely to locate the William Mullis grant. The general rule 
is that in order to locate a boundary, the lines should be run with 
the calls in the regular order from a known beginning, and the test 
of reversing in the progress of the survey should be resorted, to only 
when the terminus of a call cannot be ascertained by running 
forward, but can be fixed with certainty by running reversely (467) 
the next succeeding line. There are exceptional instances in» 
which it is manifest that reversing a line is a certain means of ascer- 
taining the location of a prior line. In Duncan v. Hall, 117 N. ©., 446, 
it is said by Justice Avery, “that the general rule is an established law 
of evidence adopted as best calculated to ascertain what was intended 
to be conveyed, and it is incumbent on a party asking the court to de- 
part from it to show facts which bring the particular case within the © 
exception to the rule.” It appears from the evidence of the surveyor 
that there is no evidence to locate the red oak called for as the beginning 
or the post oak called for as the second corner, Plaintiffs contend 
that the pine, Jenkins’ other corner, and the large rock called for, have 
been located and ascertained, and that in the absence of any evidence 
as to the first and second corners, to wit, the red oak and the post oak, 
Jenkins’ corner, the grant can be located only by the method adopted 
by the surveyor, and that such method furnishes a certain means of 
locating it with accuracy. Under these circumstances we think the 
authorities support the charge given by the court. In this case the 
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evidence tends to prove that the large rock called for 1s a permanent 
and immovable object three feet above ground, and that it is the rock 
called for in the William Mullis grant. The evidence also tends to 
establish the location of the pine, “Jenkins’ other corner.” Reversing 
the course and distance from the rock brought the surveyor to this cor- 
ner and by following thence the reversed course, properly adjusting the 
bearing by allowing the variation, the surveyor states he was enabled 
to locate the beginning. In Dobson v. Finley, 538 N. C., 498, Chief 
Justice Pearson says: “Supposing the pine to be established as the 
second corner, could the first, a beginning corner, be located by reversing 
the course and measuring the distance called for, from the pine back,, 
that is, on the reversed course? His Honor ruled that the be- 
(468) ginning corner could be fixed in this way; we agree with him. 
If the second corner is fixed, it is clear, to mathematical cer- 
tainty, that by reversing the course and measuring the distance, you 
‘ reach the first corner; so there is no question about overruling either 
course or distance by measuring the line, and the object is to find the 
corner by observing both course and distance.” In Harry v. Graham, 
18 N. C., 77, Chief Justice Ruffin says: “For example, if this deed had 
said that the line from the corner chestnut and red oak ran to a black 
oak near the patentee’s other line and gave neither course nor distance, 
or only one and thence north 45 degrees, east 220 poles to a post oak, 
his own and Beard’s corner, the line might be reversed from the post 
oak to ascertain the corner of that and the next preceding line, because 
that affords the only evidence (the black oak not being found, or its 
locality otherwise identified) of the point at which the one line ter- 
minated and the other began.” . 
We think his Honor’s charge is justified by the eminent authorities 
we have cited. If the large rock and the pine, “Jenkins’ other corner,” 
are located to the satisfaction of the jury, we see no reason why the 
method pursued by the surveyor, in following the reversed course, 
- with proper adjustment, should not establish the beginning corner with 
reasonable certainty. We see nothing in Norwood v. Crawford, 114 
N. C., 518, which militates against the position that this is a proper 
method of determining the beginning corner of this grant. There is 
testimony upon the part of the surveyor tending to prove that there 
was a solid line to the pine stump, being “Jenkins’ other corner’; that 
he found the pine stump there. When he found the large rock and 
reversed his course, with proper adjustment, it carried him back to 
“Jenkins’ other corner,” and by continuing the reversed course it should 
bring him back to the beginning. The conditions seem to be present in 
this evidence which would make this case one of the exceptions men- 
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tioned in Duncan v. Hall, supra. There is an entire absence (469) 
of any proof of a red oak about sixty links from the branch or 
of John Mullis’ corner. There is also no proof of the location of a 
post oak, being Jenkins’ corner, but there is proof of the location of the 
pine at “Jenkins’ other corner,” and there is evidence locating the large 
rock mentioned in the grant as the terminus of the third line. These 
conditions, we think, justified the surveyor in reversing his line from 
the large rock back to “Jenkins’ other corner,” and then continuing the 
reversed line and thereby locating the beginning. We think, therefore, 
his Honor properly refused the 14th and 15th instructions tendered by 
the defendant, which were practically requests to instruct that the grant 
had not been located. | 

We think his Honor erred in respect to the title to the 5 1-2 acre 
tract. The plaintiffs showed no grant to themselves or to any one under 
whom they claimed for that tract. The plaintifis offered evidence of 
possession of this tract during the years of 1866 and 1867, and from that 
time until 1889 there is no evidence of actual possession, consequently 
the possession followed the legal title which was in the State. Plaintiffs 
also offered evidence of possession from 1889 to the fall of 1896, and 
for the purpose of showing title out of the State relied upon the grant 
from the State to John M. Austin, dated 19 December, 1890. The right 
of the defendant to this 5 1-2 acre tract did not accrue until the date 
his grant was issued. At that time the title was in the State, the plaintiffs 
having failed to show title out of the State either by possession or 
grant. Inasmuch as the right of the defendant to sue did not accrue 
until 19 December, 1890, and as his grantor, the State, was not barred, 
the seven year statute (sec. 141 of The Code) did not begin to run 
until the date of his grant. Therefore, the plaintiffs have failed to 
show seven years possession under color of title since the date 
of that grant. Hamilton v. Icard, 114 N. C., 542. (470) 

The judgment of the Superior Court in respect to the 35 acre 
tract is affirmed. As to the 5 1-2 acre tract the judgment is reversed 
and a new trial is awarded. Let the costs of this Court and the appeal 
be divided equally between the plaintiffs and defendant. 

Partial new trial. 


Cited: Land Co. v. Lang, 146 N. C., 315; Hanstein v. Ferrall, 149 
N. C., 248; Gunter v. Mfg. Co., 166 N. C., 166. 
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KEARNS y. RAILROAD. 
(Filed 15 November, 1905.) 


Raatroads—C ollisions—N egligence—Prowimate Cause—N onsuit— 
Sufficiency of Huidence—Burden of Proof. 


1. It is the duty of the judge to nonsuit, when the evidence is -not eee 
sufficient to justify a verdict for the plaintiff. 


2. In an action for damages for an injury from a collision, evidence which 
merely shows that it was possible that the failure to stop the train 
caused the injury, or.merely raises a conjecture that it was so, is legally 
insufficient and should not be submitted to the jury. 


8. In an action for damages for an injury from a collision with defendant's 
train, the burden of proof was upon the plaintiff to show that the alleged 
negligence of the engineer in not stopping his train sooner than he did 
was not only the cause, but the proximate cause of the injury. 


4, Evidence that the plaintiff, driving his horse and buggy, crossed the de- 
fendant’s tract and after he had gotten across and when distant from 15 
to 40 feet and about the time the engine passed the crossing, the horse 
began to back and continued backing and. backed into the cars; that the 
engineman was looking out at the plaintiff and slackened the speed of 
the train, which was going very slowly, and after plaintiff's buggy struck 
it stopped very quickly, in 15 feet of the crossing, according to one witness, 
and within two or three car lengths according to the plaintiff: Held, 
that the plaintiff failed to make out a case of actionable negligence. 


Hoxk, J., and CLark, C. J., dissenting. 


(471)  <Aocrion by Alexander Kearns against Southern Railway Com- 
pany, heard by Long, J., and a jury, at August Term, 1905, of 
Davipson. 

This action was commenced on 7 December, 1904, to recover edimnees 
for an injury alleged to have been received by plaintiff on 17 August, 
1902, by coming in contact with a train of the defendant at Thomas- 
ville. At the conclusion of the evidence, his Honor, Judge Long, being 
of opinion that the plaintiff had failed to make out a case of actionable 
negligence, sustained defendant’s motion to nonsuit, and dismissed the 
action. The plaintiff appeals. es! 


McCrary & Ruark for plant. 
Manly & Hendren for defendant. 


Brown, J. The duty of the judge to nonsuit when the evidence is not 
legally sufficient to justify a verdict for the plaintiff, 1s too well settled 
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to admit of dispute. It is the law in this State, long since declared 
by this Court and recognized by the General Assembly. It is also the 
rule of practice in every court where the practice and principles of the 
common law prevail. 

“We would be recreant to our duties as judges were we to fail to de- 
clare the law with respect to the question whether there is any evidence 
for fear of offending the jury. This question the jury do not decide.” 
Connor, J.,in 8. v. Smith, 186 N. C., at page 687. 

. Evidence has a two-fold sufficiency, a sufficiency in law and a sufh- 
ciency in fact. Of the former, the court is the exclusive judge; of the 
latter, the jury is. The measure and quantity of proof is a question 
for the court. When submitted to the jury, its weight and sufficiency 
to establish a fact is for them. 

An issue is made up of one or more facts. Where the evidence fails 
to establish all these facts, either directly or by rational deductions, 
as where there is a failure of evidence in respect to any ma- 
terial fact involved in the issue, then the evidence is not legally (472) 
sufficient to justify a finding upon the issue it is offered to sus- 
tain, and it becomes the plain duty of the judge to instruct accordingly, 
for in such case the jury has no duty to perform. 

We agree with his Honor that the plaintiff in this action has failed 
to make out a case of actionable negligence. To establish actionable neg- | 
hgence the plaintiff must show by the greater weight of evidence, not only 
that the engineman was guilty of some negligent act, but also that such 
negligent act was the proximate cause of the injury. As clearly expressed 
by Mr. Justice Walker: “There must always, in actions of this kind, 
be a causal connection between the alleged act of negligence, and the 
injury which is supposed to have resulted therefrom. The fact that the 
defendant has been guilty of negligence, followed by an injury, does 
not make him liable for that injury, which is sought to be referred to 
the negligence, unless the connection of cause and effect is established, 
and the negligent act of the defendant must not only be the cause, but 
the proxumate cause of the injury.” Byrd v. Express Co., ante, 273. 

The burden of proof is therefore upon this plaintiff to show that the 
alleged negligence of the engineman in not stopping his train sooner 
than he did was not only the cause, but the proximate cause of the in- 
jury. The law requires him to establish that fact by a clear preponder- 
ance of proof as much so as it does the fact of negligence. The proof 
must be of such strength and character as to warrant the inference that 
the failure to stop caused the injury, and not merely to raise a surmise 
or conjecture that such was the fact. Evidence which merely shows 
that 1t was possible that such was the result, or raises a conjecture that 
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it was so, is legally insufficient, and, should not be submitted to the 

jury. 8. v. Vinson, 63 N. C., 3385; Brown v. Kinsey, 81 N. C., 245. 

“The plaintiff must do more than show the possible hability of the de- 
fendant for the injury. He must go further, and offer at least 

(473) some evidence which reasonably tends to prove every fact es- 
sential to his success.” Byrd. v. Express Co., supra. 

Applying these well settled principles, we have concluded that the © 
plaintiff has failed to show that the alleged negligent act of the engine- 
man in not stopping his train sooner than he did caused the injury, 
and therefore he cannot recover. | 

The facts, as gathered from the testimony of the plaintiff and his 
witness, Elliott, who alone testified as to the occurrence, are these: On 
17 August, 1902, plaintiff, driving his horse and top buggy, crossed 
the defendant’s track in the town of Thomasville. After he had gotten 
across, and when distant from 15 to 40 feet from the track crossing, 
end about the time the engine passed the crossing, the horse began to 
back and continued backing and backed into the cars, about the second 
er third coach. Plaintiff testifies: “I had just crossed the track and 
the horse began to cut up and ran back and backed the right wheel 
against the cars and threw me between the shafts and the horse, under | 
‘his feet. The first time I saw the train the horse wheeled right around 
towards Lexington and cut up and I could not see anything. I was 
something over the length of the horse and buggy when train came 
along the track.” Plaintiff states that then the horse began to back 
end he urged him forward. “I do not know as I said my horse was an 
old fool, but she was an old fool or else she would not have run back 
that way.” Elhott testified in substance that about the time the engine 
passed the crossing the. horse began to back and kept on backing and 
backed into the train. The engineman was looking out at plaintiff and 
his horse. He slackened up the speed of the train. it was going at a 
very slow rate of speed. The engine, tender and several cars had passed 
before plaintiff’s buggy struck the train. He also testified that the 
train stopped very quickly, but he did not hear the brakes applied, 

being 150 feet distant. The train was going very slowly, and 

(474) after plaintifi’s buggy struck it stopped very quickly. He fur- 
ther stated that the engineman shut off steam and slowed up 
when he saw the horse backing. The engineman could not have seen 
the horse “eut up” before the engine got on the crossing, because the 
- horse did not begin to back and “eut up” until then. Witness said 
that he could see the engineman looking out of the window. “He 
was going very slowly, looking at this man. Stopped very quickly. 
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Went about ten or fifteen feet, apparently holding his train under con- 
trol, looking at this situation.” | 

In view of the fact that the engineman was on the crossing with his 
engine when he saw the horse commence to back, and brought his train 
to a standstill in 15 feet of the crossing according to the witness, Elliott, 
and within two or three car lengths, according to plaintiff, it is very 
doubtful if there is any negligent conduct upon the part of the engine- 
man disclosed by the evidence. But, assuming there is such evidence; 
in our opinion there is nothing which tends to prove that the alleged 
negligent conduct caused the damage to the plaintiff or his buggy. 
This is not a case where the train ran over or backed into the plaintiff, 
but where the plaintiff backed into the train. While there is no evi- 
dence offered that the engineman could have stopped his train any 
sooner than he did after first seeing the horse “cut up,” yet, assuming 
that he could have done so and that the train was at a standstill at the 
moment the horse backed the right buggy wheel into the car, we think | 
no rational inference can be drawn that the result to the plaintiff and 
his buggy would have been otherwise than it was. There is no affirma- 
tive proof whatever that the stopping of the train a moment sooner 
would have prevented the contact with the buggy wheel or the resultant 
injury. In view of the lack of evidence, to submit that question to the 
jury would be to refer it to the domain of guesswork and conjecture 
for solution. The engine was on the crossing when the horse 
began to back. That was the earlest moment that the engine- (475) 
man could have discovered plaintiff’s situation. Suppose he 
had stopped his engine and train instantaneously (although we do not 
know it to be possible), what would have been the evident consequence 
to the plaintiff? His horse would have backed -his buggy into a hissing 
and steaming engine, a much more dangerous predicament. There is 
no evidence that the engineman could have so quickly reversed his en- 
gine as to back it out of plaintiff’s way, and that was hardly possible 
in so short a time. There is not the slightest evidence that the car steps 
caught into the wheel and dragged the buggy any distance, or that the 
wheel struck the steps, as alleged in the complaint. When the fright- 
ened horse backed the right hind wheel against a very slowly moving 
car, it was well calculated to “smash the wheel” and pitch the plaintiff 
out between the shafts and horse by the force of the impact alone, and 
not because the car was moving. The same result would doubtless have | 
happened had the horse backed with the same force against a stone wall. 
If the train had been nioving rapidly, its momentum might possibly 
have drawn the buggy and its occupant under it when the horse backed 
the buggy into it.. On the contrary, it was moving with such exceeding 
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slowness that it came to a full stop very quickly, almost immediately 
after the contact, so that some person safely alighted and got hold of 
the horse’s head, and the plaintiff was pitched forward instead of back- 
wards or alongside or under the cars. The plaintiff has failed to estab- 
lish by evidence any circumstances from which it can be fairly inferred 
that there is reasonable probability that the accident resulted from the 
failure of the engineman to stop the train sooner than he did, assuming 
that he could have done so, which is by no means certain. The plain- 
tiff has failed to show that the alleged negligence was, in the expressive 
language of Mr. Justice Hoke, “the cause that produced the result 
in continuous sequence and without which it would not have 
(476) occurred; and one from which any man of ordinary prudence 
. could have foreseen that such a result was probable under all 
the facts as they existed.” Ramsbottom v. Rh. R., 188 N. C., at page 41. 

We are of opinion that the proximate cause was (to quote the lan- 
guage of the plaintiff) “the old fool horse.” 

Affirmed. | 


Hoxz, J., dissenting: I differ from the court in its decision of this 
case, and while no question of law is seriously involved, the difference 
as to its application to the facts before us, is sufficiently pronounced to 
justify some statement of the reasons for my dissent. 

It is accepted law in actions of this character that when two men 
of fair minds can come to different conclusions on the question of 
actionable negligence, the jury must determine the issue; and that this 
applies not only to the negligent act, but to the question of proximate 
cause. | 

It is also the better doctrine that where the negligent act has been 
established or admitted, it is only in clear and exceptional instances that 
the question of proximate cause should be withdrawn A the jury 
and determined by the judge. 

1 Shearman & Red., Neg., sec. 52; 1 Thompson, Neg., sec. 161. 

Another position may be considered as established; that when a judge 
withdraws a case from the jury by directing a nonsuit, the evidence 
favoring the plaintiff must be taken as true. Hopkins v. &. &., 131 
N. C., 464; Boles v. RB. #., post, 528. 

The ue does not seem to have been altogether advertent to this last 
principle; for, in the opinion, apparent consideration is given to evl- 
dence favoring the defendant in certain phases of the case where there 
was other evidence contradictory or qualifying which was more favor- 

able to plaintiff. 
(477) This matter is not dwelt upon at much length, or in greater 
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detail for the reason that in any aspect of the case, I am of opinion 
that the ruling of the judge below cannot be sustained. 

Applying the above rules to the facts before us, as I understand 
them: Here was a man over 80 years of age, in a top buggy, who had 
just driven over a crossing of defendant’s railroad, when a passenger 
train of defendant company passed the crossing, going north. The 
- railroad ran about north and south here. The plaintiff had just driven 
over, being something over the length of the horse and buggy, as he 
states it; was from 15 to 20 feet from crossing, as the witness Elliott 
states 1t; and as the train went by the crossing, the horse commenced 
backing the buggy towards the train. The road sloped upward some 
towards the crossing, and as the train moved on, going the distance of 
several car lengths, the horse continued to back the buggy up the slope, 
till the train and the buggy collided. The right hind wheel of the buggy 
was crushed down; the old man thrown from his seat on to the fore 
wheel, falling under the shafts, between the horse’s heels and received 
severe injuries, from which he still suffers. During the time the horse 
was backing, the engineer was looking directly at him. A collision 
was evidently imminent for some one jumped from the train and caught 
the horse by the bridle in an effort to avoid the catastrophe, “but the 
train moved on.” The witness, Elliott, a merchant in Thomasville, who 
had no interest in the matter, so far as appears, and who had the entire 
occurrence in full view, at a distance of not more than 134 feet from 
the center of the crossing, testifies in part, as follows: “To the best 
of my recollection, about the time the engine passed the crossing, the 
horse began to back and kept on backing and backed into the train. I 
saw the engineer looking out of the window, and some one else stepped 
from the train. The engineer was looking at Mr. Kearns and 
his horse. He apparently ‘kinder’ slacked up the speed of the (478) 
train; it seemed so. Then he kept looking back after the engine 
had passed, and just after he struck the train, he put on brakes and 
stopped the train. It was going at a very slow rate of speed. The en- 
gine, tender and several cars had passed before he struck it. I don’t 
know the manner in which the train was stopped. I know it stopped 
very quickly . . . The train was going along very slowly, not try- 
ing to make good time, and after it struck, it stopped very quickly .. . 
It seemed that he slowed up after he saw the horse start to backing; he 
‘kinder’ shut off steam, apparently. The train stopped very quickly 
after he was hit. JI saw Kearns. I do not know how badly he was | 
hurt . . . I live on the south side of the track. That is the side 
the engineer was on. I could see him looking out of his window. He 
was going very slowly, looking at this man. He stopped very quickly. 
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He went about 10 or 15 feet. He was apparently holding his train 
under control, looking at this situation . . . The horse’s head. 
was pointed south and when he commenced going back, he gave a cut 
and went back against the train; his head was in a westerly direction. 
The horse and buggy were going backward . . . It was just an 
incline; I do not know what degree; 10, _ or 20 degrees. It was a 
pradnal incline down to where the horse was.’ a 

There are several points in the testimony of this witness which may 
be noted as a help to the true understanding of the matter. Thus, 
“T saw the engineer looking out of the window, and some one else 
stepped from the train. . . . The engineer was looking at Kearns: 
and his horse; he apparently slacked the speed of the train. It seemed 
so. Then he kept looking back, and just after he struck the train, he 
put on brakes and stopped the train . . . The train stopped very 
quickly after he was hit . . . He stopped very quickly; went about 
10 or 15 feet. He was apparently holding the train under ‘control, 
watching the situation.” 

These facts make out a clear case of negligence. The engineer: 

(479) in the exercise of ordinary prudence, should. have stopped the 

train when he saw that a collision was imminent; it is almost 

equally as clear that the movement of the train had. something to do 
with the nature and extent of the injury.’ 

The opinion substantially admits that there was negligence in not 
stopping the train outright, and sustains the ruling of the court below 
on the ground that there is no evidence that the motion of the train 
had anything to do with causing the injury; and that this is so clear 

there can be no two opinions about it among fair minded men. 

A dissertation on the momentum possessed by bodies of vast weight 
and tremendous power, though moving slowly, might be of service here, 
but I find it difficult to discuss this last position with that seriousness: 
which is always becoming when making final deliverance on the rights. 
of parties and which the great respect entertained for my brethren 
always prompts. To hold that the movement of the train, though negli-. 
gent, had nothing to do with causing or contributing to the plaintiff’s 
hurt, to my mind involves the proposition that when a 400,000 pounds 
train in motion collides with a 300 pounds buggy and a 900 pounds horse 
also in motion, in which the wheel of the buggy is crushed down and the: 
occupant thrown from his seat, causing him to fall beneath the horse’s. 
heels, the motion of the train had nothing whatever to do with intensi- 
fying the shock or increasing the damage, and that this is so clear that: 
there can be no two opinions about it. | 
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The reasons given in support of the position are no more satisfying 
than the position itself. It is urged that the train was going “slowly, 
very slowly.” This is a comparative term and does not mean the same 
thing when speaking of trains as in slower methods of locomotion. 
Thus, the witness, Elliott, says at one place, “It was going along very 
slowly, not trying to make good time.” However this may be, it was 
going forward faster than the horse was backing, for it had gone 
three or four car lengths while the horse had backed from 15 to (480) 
40 feet. It is also suggested that there is not the “slightest evi- 
dence that the car steps caught in the wheel and dragged the buggy any 
distance, or that the wheel struck the steps, as urged in the complaint.” 
No, the evidence is silent on these points. No one seems to have noted 
just what part of the car came in contact with the buggy, nor which 
way the wheel was dragged. The first point was probably considered 
of no consequence, and any evidence on the second was more than likely 
effaced in the crush and wreck of the offending wheel. 

It is also repeated, in aid of the defendant’s engineer, that after the 
tollision the train was stopped very quickly, but I cannot see how that 
can help the defendant. The train had gone 10 or 15 feet beyond the 
point of contact, and stopping it quickly only tended to show that the 
engineer had his train under full control and could readily have stopped 
in time to avoid the injury if he had so desired. As to the plaintiff, the 
injury had been already done, and the train could have proceeded on its | 
way north and not added one whit to the plaintifi’s grievance or his 
injury. | 

It might be suggested in support of plaintiff’s position as a matter 
of common observation, that under all the conditions described by this 
testimony, a buggy could have backed up that incline at the rate de- 
scribed, against a stationary object, and it would not have crushed a 
buggy wheel of ordinary strength one time out of ten, or even one hun- 
dred; the only other element present was the motion of the train, and 
the strong probability is that this motion either caused, or greatly in- 
tensified the injury. | 

It would seem almost to permit the application of the principle res 
ipsa loquitur and that neither evidence nor further argument is required. 
I agree with my brethren that there cannot well be two opinions | 
on the question, but the conclusion should be the other way. (481) 


: CrarK, C. J., dissenting: I concur in what is so admirably said by 

Mr. Justice Hoke. Whether the proximate cause of the plaintiff’s 
injury was his owning a “foolish” little horse, over which he lost con- 
trol, and which backed the buggy and its occupant up a steep hill 
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against the car, or whether it was the act of the defendant’s servant 
in crushing into the buggy with the energies of steam and the weight 
of a heavy train of cars, which, notwithstanding he had under perfect 
control, and with full knowledge that the plaintiff could not control his 
horse, was a matter of fact eminently for a jury to decide. If “only 
one inference could be drawn” it would be that the proximate cause was 
the vastly greater power of steam which was under the control of the 
defendant’s servant. In this collision between the backing horse and 
the moving train, not only was the impact of the latter the greater 
force, but there was negligence on the part of the defendant and none 
on the part of the plaintiff. How much of the damage was due to the 
neglect and default of the defendant was a matter which only a jury 
can determine. If there had been no negligence by the defendant, the 
injury would have caused it no lability, but the defendant’s negligence 
is clear. In Craft v. R. R., 186 N. C., 49, the Court holds that “on a 
motion for nonsuit the evidence of the plaintiff must be taken as true 
and construed in the light most favorable to him, and if there is more 
than a scintilla of evidence tending to prove the plaintiff’s contentions, 
the question must be left to the jury, who alone can pass upon the weight 
of the testimony and the credibility of witnesses.” To the same purport 
are Cox v. R. R., 123 N. C., 604; Coley v. R. R., 129 N. C., 407; 57 
Ty Ry Ang BITS Hopkuts v. R. R., 131 N. ©, 463, and Butts 0. R., R., 
133 N. C., 82. 
In Purnell v. Rh, R., 122 N. C., 832, the Court holds that “a motion of 
nonsuit is substantially a demurrer to the plaintifi’s evidence 
(482) . . . Every fact which the plaintifi’s evidence proved or 
' tended to prove must be taken by the court to be proved. It must 
be taken in the strongest light as against the defendant.” The same 
view is taken in Printing Co. v. Raleigh, 126 N. C., 516; Gibbs v. Lyon, 


95 N. C., 146; Springs v. Schenck, 99 N. C., 551; 6 Am. St., 552. And 


in Snider v. Newell, 132 N. C., 614, Connor, J., speaking for the Court, 
holds: “The demurrer to the evidence admits the truth of the plaintiff’s 
testimony, together with every reasonable inference to be drawn there- 
from most favorable to the plaintiff.” To same purport, Brittain v. 
Westhall, 185 N. C., 495. 

The theoretical pron oatien that the only inference which could 
reasonably be drawn was that the causa causans lay with the little 
horse, backing buggy and driver up hill, is met by the fact that two mem- 
bers of this Court draw a different inference. There is no place to apply 
a theory when the foundation fact, which would deprive the plaintiff 
of the sacred right of trial by jury, is lacking. 
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The Constitution, Art. I, sec. 19, declares that “the ancient mode of 
trial by jury is one of the best securities of the rights of the people, and 
ought to remain sacred and inviolable.” The guaranty of the right of 
trial by jury has been traced back by some (though erroneously) to the 
word of Magna Carta, “legale judicuum partum suorum.” The dis- 
parity of power between John and his armed barons was not great, and 
indeed at Runnymede, the latter were the stronger. The right of trial 
by a jury of one’s peers was guaranteed to the barons against the king. 
Certainly it should be still more sacred when the controversy, as here, 
is between a citizen of humble means more than 80 years of age, on 
the one hand, and on the other a powerful corporation with its roads 
extending into many states, with (as we know from the official reports 
of both State and Federal governments) nearly $50,000,000 of annual 
receipts, more than $16,000,000 of which are in excess of its operating 
expenses, and with influence extending to every sphere of activity, State 
and Federal. If ever the right of trial by jury should be held 
sacred, 1t 1s between htigants of such disproportionate power. (483) 

Constiaitions guaranties, like that of a trial by jury, are 
the necessities of the weak and humble. The great and powerful can 
get their dues (if not more) without such aid. Therefore, such right 
should be always sacredly guarded and never dispensed with. If a judge 
can dispense with a jury trial because he thinks that upon the evidence 
the verdict ought not to be in favor of the plaintiff, then the Judge, not 
the jury, tries the case and weighs the evidence, whether it is “reason- 
ably sufficient” to justify a recovery. Why carefully forbid the judge 
to express an opinion “whether a fact is fully or sufficiently proved” 
Code, sec. 413, 1f the judge can decide that the “evidence is not sufi- 
client” to justify a verdict for the plaintiff and refuse to submit the cause 
to the jury. 

The ancient landmark was that if there is “any evidence beyond a scin- 
tilla” either party has a right to have the jury pass upon the evidence, 
leaving it to the judge in the interest of justice to set aside the verdict 
if palpably erroneous. Jordan v. Lassiter, 51 N.C., 138. This was fully 
debated and reiterated in Wittkowsky v. Wasson, 7 1 N. C., 451, where 
Bynum, J., with great foresight and to his lasting honor, i a ecicne 
opinion of great force, combatted the “new and dangerous proposition” 
as he termed it, which was intimated by the majority opinion that “any 
evidence” could be construed to mean such “ag reasonably to satisfy the 
jury.” As he clearly perceived and earnestly insisted, this would take 
the right of trial by jury out of the rank of a constitutional guaranty 
and make it discretionary with the judge. 
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“Power is ever stealing from the many to the few.” Here, two out of 
five members of this Court are of opinion that there was not only evi- 
dence, but indeed that the weight of the evidence was in favor of the 

plaintiff. The counsel for the defendant railroad evidently 
(484) thought that the jury would also find the facts against him, else 

he would not have been so anxious to prevent their being sub- 
mitted to the jury. In the differing opinion of the members of this 
Court as to what the evidence proves, the actual and real result is that 
the defendant is exonerated by the opinion of a bare majority of five 
men as to the ‘weight of evidence, and the plaintiff does not receive the 
benefit of his constitutional right to have the weight of the evidence 
passed upon by a jury of twelve men “of the vicinage.” Yet in cases of 
any doubt, the citizen should always be granted the protection claimed. 


Cited: Kernodle v. Tel. Co.,141 N. C., 489; Himes v. Rh. £., 156 N. C., 
227; Kearney v. R. R., 158 N. C., 547; Rush v. McPherson, 176 N. C., 
565. 





In RE WILL OF ELIJAH POPE. 
(Filed 15 November, 1905.) 


Wills—Subscribing Witness. 


Where a witness to a will held the pen while his entire name was written, 
animo testandi, at the request of the testator and in his presence, he is 
an effectual subscribing witness, and this is not affected by the fact that 
such witness was at the time able to write his own name. 


Issun devisavit vel non, on a paper writing propounded as the will of 
Elijah Pope, deceased, transferred from the clerk, and heard by Long, J., 
and a jury at January Term, 1905, of [rEpELt. 

There was testimony to the effect that there were present at the exe- 
cution of the paper, the alleged testator, D. J. Fullbright, a justice of the 
peace, Martin Miller, Candace Pope and Charlie Pope. 

D. J. Fulbright prepared the paper and same was signed by Elijah 
Pope as his last will and testament in the presence of two witnesses; 

Martin Miller signed his name as subscribing witness and then 
(485) wrote the name of the other witness Candace Pope, who “helt” 

the pen while this was done, and who had been requested by the 
testator to subscribe as the other witness. 

Martin Miller, one of the subscribing witnesses, testified to the execu- 
tion of the paper writing by Elijah Pope, and that he signed as subscrib- 
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ing witness, and in reference to Candace Pope, who signed as witness, 
said: “Candace asked me to write her name. She had hold of the pen 
all the time I was writing her name. She and the old man asked me to 
write her name.” Candace Pope testified: “TI am daughter of Elijah 
Pope and lived with him. I was there the latter years of his life. Mr. 
Fulbright came over; father sent for him; got there about dusk; Mar- 
tin Miller was there. Father signed the paper. I signed it. Father 
asked me to sign it. My name is C. L. Pope. I had hand on the pen; 
I signed it. Nobody held my hand. When I signed it I was standing 
at Martin’s back; he was sitting at a chair at a table. He had the pen. 
I held the pen at the end; in this way my name was put to the will. I 
asked him to hold the pen. My daddy was sitting there; Mr. Fulbright 
was there; father was 84 years old at the time. He seemed like he always 
did. He died about ten months after that, I think, am not certain. He 
complained of heartburn; went off to the bottoms and died there; died 
suddenly; don’t know what was the matter with him. His mind was 
good as usual.” | _ 

It was also in evidence that Candace Pope could write. After the 
witnesses to the paper writing had testified, the propounder offered the 
same as the will of Elijah Pope. The caveators objected for that the 
subscribing witness, C. L. Pope, stated that she could write but did not 
herself subscribe her name, but authorized the other witness, Miller, to 
write her name, and she held the end of the pen while he wrote her name, 
and that therefore she did not subscribe her name agreeably to the re- 
quirements of the statute. The objection was sustained. The 
propounder excepted and, from judgment against him, appealed. (486) 


L. C. Caldwell and Z V. Long for propounder. 
J.B. Connelly and R. B. McLaughlin for caveators. 

Hoxsz, J. The point which the parties desired and intended to present 
and which the record does present, is thus stated in the case on appeal: | 
“The only question is as to the attestation of the will by one of the sub- 
scribing witnesses, C. L. Pope, her name appearing thereon in the nor- 
mal handwriting of the other subscribing witness, M. L. Miller, and 
nothing appearing on the face of the paper to show that Miller had au- 
thority to sign her name, or that the subscription is not in her handwrit- 
ing, except from the evidence which is set forth in the case.” 

On that question the Court is of opinion that there was error in the 
ruling of the judge below; and on the testimony presented, if believed by 
the jury, the paper writing was properly proven as the last will and 

testament of Elijah Pope. | 
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In construing the statute as to written wills, with witnesses, it is ac- 
cepted law that the witness must subscribe his name to the paper writing 
aniumo testandi, in the presence of the testator, and after the testator 
has himself signed thé same. Ragland v. nna. 23 N. C., 5638; 
In re Coz’s Will, 46 N. C., 321; Chase v. Kittredge, 93 Mass., 49. Aad 
it has been long established that the witness may properly subscribe by 
making his mark. Pridgen v. Pridgen, 35 N. C., 259; Devereux v. Me- 
Mahon, 108 N. C., 134. 

Some of the cos have also decided that the witness may subscribe 
by causing a third person to write the name of the witness in his pres- 

ence, and that of the testator, and without such witness taking any 
(487 ) physical part in the act. Jesse v. Parker, 6 Grattan, 57; Smythe 
v. Irick, 46 8. C., 299. And the courts of New Fane ee 
- Kentucky, Kansas and some recent decisions in New York are to the 
same effect. There is strong authority to the contrary. Reley v. Riley, 
—6©B6 Ala., 496; Summons v. Leonard, 91 Tenn., 183; McFarland v. Bush, 
94 Tenn., 538; Hester v. Johnson, 18 Ga. Our own Court does not seem 
to have passed on this question directly, and it is not necessary to do so 
in the case before us; for the evidence is to the effect that Candace Pope 
held the pen during the entire time her name was being written. The | 
witness took part in the physical act of writing her name, animo testandi, 
in the presence of the testator, at his request, and thus fulfills every re- 
quirement for an effectual subscribing witness to a will, Such require 
ment is stated by an approved writer as follows: “A person, to become 
a subscribing witness to a will, must sign his name or make his mark, or 
do some physical act, affixing or recognizing his name, which he intended © 
asa subscription.” Martindale on Conveyancing (2 Ed.), p. 554. And 
in 1 Underhill on Wills, 274, it is said that not only a mark with the 
name of the witness attached, but anything that the witness shall write 
with intent that it shall stand for his name, shall be a valid signing by 
him. It has also been held that if the witness puts his name to the 
paper, animo testandt, he may subscribe by affixing his initials, and his 
hand may be even guided by another. 

If the witness can effectually subscribe in the many modes suggested, 
it would seem that he could do so when he holds the pen while his en- 
tire name and full signature is written. The only reason suggested 
against the validity of this attestation is the fact that the witness was 
able to write herself, and it is contended that this kind of signature is 
only sanctioned when the witness is unable to write, or at most, when | 
temporarily disabled. But the authorities do not support this position. 
Asa matter of fact, in most cases where the witness has been permitted 
to subseribe in this way, he was unable to write, but this fact was not 
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regarded as essential and should not be controlling. One prin- (488) 
cipal purpose in requiring the attestation of wills is to sur- 
round the testator with witnesses who are charged with the present duty 
of noting his condition and mental capacity. Another is to msure the 
identity of the instrument and to prevent the fraudulent substitution of 
another document at the time of its execution. Taking part in some 
physical act in the presence of the testator by which the name of the wit- 
ness is affixed to the instrument animo testandt is the essential feature 
of the requirement. In re Cox’s Will, supra. It is always desirable that 
a witness who can write his name should be selected and that he should 
write the signature in his own hand; but this is a matter of convenience 
in the probate of the paper, more particularly in case of the death of 
the witness, and does not bear with special force on the act of execution 
—the res geste. Thus in Harrison v. Elvin, 48 Eng. Com. Law, 658, 
where it was urged upon the court that only a witness who could write 
should be allowed as a subscribing witness, because otherwise the signa- 
ture could not be proved after his death, Lord Denman rejected the sug- 
gestion as controlling, saying that this was only an inconvenience and 
likely to arise in any kind of an attestation. It is not of the first im- 
portance, therefore, whether the witness could or could not write, and 
the authorities are to the effect that to become an effectual subscribing 
witness my making a mark, or in the other ways suggested, it is not 
necessary to show as a prerequisite that the witness was unable to write. 
In Martindale on Conveyancing, section 190, it is said: “It may be ob- 
served that it 1s not necessary that a party should sign his name; but 
his mark is sufficient, though he should be able to write.” In 3 Wash- 
burn on Real Property, 286, we find it stated as follows: “Affixing his 
mark by the grantor against his name, though written by another, is a 
signing, though it does not appear that he cannot read or write.” These 
authorities are cited with approval in Devereux v. McMahon, 
supra, 142, 144. In 1 Williams on Executors, 134, it is said (489) 
that the decisions on the construction of the Statute of Frauds 
appear to make it clear that in case of the witness as well as the testa- 
tor, the subscription by mark is sufiicient, notwithstanding the witness 
is able to write. In Jesse v. Parker, supra, it is not stated that the wit- 
ness could not write, and in Smythe v. Irick, supra, it expressly appears 
that the witness could write, and it was held that this fact did not affect 
the principle. | ? 

It will be noted that these two last cases are from courts which main- 
tain the position that a subscription can be made without any physical 
or manual act by the witness at all; but they are apt as authorities on 
the position now being maintained. The point is expressly decided 
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against the position of the caveators in Baker v. Denning, 48 E. C. L., 
3385—8 Adol. & Ellis, 74. The witness, Candace Pope, having taken | 
part in the physical act of writing her name as witness, and this hav- 
ing been done animo testandi at the request of the testator and in his 
presence, the Court is of opinion that she is an effectual subscribing wit- 
ness to the will, and that this result is not affected by the fact that such 
witness was at the time able to write her own name. There was error 
in' the ruling of the court 
New trial. 





(490) 
CLARK y. STATESVILLE. 


(Filed 15 November, 1905.) 
Oonstitution—Permanent Roli—Qualified Voters—Registration. 


1. The fact that a voter is registered on the permanent roll as provided by 
the Constitution does not dispense with the necessity of his registering 
anew in order to become a qualified voter, whenever required by the 
statutes regulating the registration of voters. 


2. The making of a permanent roll or record was intended to be done for the 
sole purpose of furnishing convenient and easily available evidence of 
the fact that those whose names appear thereon are not required to have 
the educational qualification. 


3. When the law required that a majority of the qualified voters should have 
cast their votes for a given proposition before it becomes a law, it means 
a majority of the registered voters (qualification by payment of taxes 
not being involved in this case). 


Action by R. R. Clark against the City of Statesville, pending in the 
Superior Court of Ireperi, heard by Long, J., at chambers at States- 
ville, on 7 October, 1905. 
| This action was brought to determine the validity of an election held 
in Statesville on 15 August, 1905, under the provisions of chapter 375, 
Private: Laws 1905, at which election the question of issuing thirty 
thousand dollars of bonds for graded school, water, sewerage and electric 
light purposes was submitted to the qualified voters of said city. The 
only question in the case is, as will hereafter appear, whether a majority 
of the qualified voters of the city voted for the issue of the bonds. The 
proper authorities ordered a new registration for the said election under 
and by virtue of section 3, chapter 750, Laws 1901. 

At the time of the election, there were registered on the permanent 
roll of registered voters, in the office of the clerk of the Superior Court, 
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the names of more than 250 persons residing in Statesville, (491) 
who were twenty-one years old and possessed the qualifications 
mentioned in Article VI, section 1, of the Constitution. These 250 
voters were also registered on the old registration books of Statesville 
at the time the mayor and aldermen ordered a new registration, having 
registered their names on the said books during the month of March, 
1903, but they did not register their names anew on the books of the 
new registration ordered by the city authorities. 

The permanent roll of registered voters, kept in the clerk’s office, shows 
the names, alphabetically arranged, of voters residing in each of the four 
precincts into which Statesville Township is divided, but does not show 
which of the voters live inside the city of Statesville and which live 
outside. There is no permanent roll of registered voters kept by the 
authorities of Statesville. The only permanent roll is the one kept by 
the clerk of the court as above stated. Statesville Township covers a 
larger territory than the city of Statesville, and a number of voters on 
the permanent roll live outside of the city limits. But the 250 voters 
above mentioned all live within the city. | 

There were 329 voters registered on the new registration books, and, 
of these, 223 voted for graded school bonds and 224 voted for water, 
sewerage and electric light bonds. 

The plaintiff contends that the names of the 250 voters registered on 
the permanent roll, who were also on the old registration books of the 
city, but who ales to register their names on the books of the new reg- 
istration ordered by the city, ought to be added to the 329 names on the 
new registration books in order to ascertain the number of qualified 
voters at the election. If this is done, the total number of qualified 
voters was 329 plus 250, making 579, and neither of the class of bonds 
voted for received a majority of the qualified votes. 

There is no question that the act authorizing the bonds to be submitted 
to a vote of the people was passed in accordance with the con- 
stitutional requirements, or that the election was regularly called, (492) 
or that due notice was given of the election and also of the new 
registration; nor is there any objection made to the election or to the 
issuing of the bonds, except that herein specified. 

As stated by the plaintiff’s counsel in his brief, the only question in- 
volved in this appeal is this: Were the 250 persons, whose names were 
registered on the permanent roll and also on the old registration books 
of the city but not on the books of the new registration ordered by the 
city, qualified voters at the election ? 

After the election was held and the finding and determination of the 
duly authorized canvassers that a majority of the qualified voters had 
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cast their votes in favor of issuing bonds, and when the authorities of 
the city, who were charged with the duty of issuing the bonds, had de- 
clared their purpose to do so, the plaintiff, a tax payer of the city, 
brought this action in behalf of himself and all other tax payers to de 
clare the election void and to enjoin the issue of the bonds. The mat- 
ter came on to be heard before Judge Long on the complaint and answer, 
the foregoing facts taken therefrom having been admitted, and it was ad- 
judged upon due consideration that the election was valid and that the 
bonds, when issued, will be valid obligations of the city. The temporary 
restraining order therefore issued was accordingly dissolved and the 
prayer for an injunction denied, with costs. The plaintiff excepted and 
appealed. 


J.B. Armfield for plainteff. | 
Armfield & Turner and Geo. B. Nicholson for defendant. 


Waker, J., after stating the case: The decision of this case must 
turn upon the construction of Article VI of the Constitution and espe- 
elally of section 4 thereof, it being the one which prescribes a 

(493) certain educational qualification for a voter and the payment of 
his poll tax before he shall be entitled to vote, and provides for 

the registration of all who are entitled to vote without having success- 
fully undergone the educational test therein required and for the mak- 
ing of a permanent record of such registration. It 1s now contended by 
the learned counsel for the plaintiff in this case, that this registration 
of voters, who have not submitted to the educational test, was intended 
to be permanent, in the sense that the voter can register once for all 
time and for all elections, the permanent record required to be made an- 
swering as a registration, not only for the next, but for all subsequent 
elections, such a voter not being required ever to register anew. We 
are unable to take this view, though it has been ably argued by counsel 
and presented to us with great plausability. A consideration of Article 
VI of the Constitution, and of the system of conducting elections in this 
State established under its provisions, leads us, without any hesitation, 
to the conclusion that such a construction would defeat the main pur- 
pose of our election laws, constitutional and statutory, and produce grave 
and serious results in their operation. The meaning of this section of 
the Constitution is to our minds unmistakable and we think the fram- 
ers of it have selected words most apt and adequate to express that mean- 
ing, After prescribing in sections 1 and 2 certain qualifications for a 
voter, it is provided in section 3 that “every person offering to vote shall 
be, at the time, a legally registered voter as herein prescribed, and in 
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the manner hereafter provided by law and the General Assembly shall 
enact general registration laws to carry into effect the provisions of this 
article.” In section 4 we find that every person presenting himself for 
registration shall be able to read and write any section of the Constitu- 
tlon In our language, and before he shall be entitled to vote, he must 
show that he has paid his poll tax for the previous year on or before 
1 May of the year in which he proposes to vote, but no male per- 

son who was, on 1 January, 1867, or at any time prior thereto, (494) 
entitled to vote under the laws of any one of the United States, 

wherein he then resided, and no lineal descendant of any such person 
shall be denied the right to register and vote at any election in this State 
by reason of his failure to possess the educational qualifications therein 
prescribed. Provision is then made, in the same section, for a registra- 
tion of all voters of the latter class and the making of a permanent roll 
or record of their names. This was intended to be done, most clearly, 
for the sole purpose of furnishing convenient and easily available evi- 
dence of the fact that those whose names appear on the list thus made 
are not required to have the educational qualification. The educational 
test did not apply to any persons who themselves were, or whose ances- 
tors were, voters on 1 January, 1867, and to ascertain and record who 
such persons were, the roll was required to be made. The registration 
and permanent roll were intended to be a substitute for the educational 
test or qualification, nothing more and nothing less. This appears from 
the language that no person thus registered “shall be denied the right to 
register and vote at any election in this State, by reason of his failure 
to possess the educational qualifications herein prescribed.” In all other. 
respects, the two classes of voters, those who are educationally qualified 
and those otherwise qualified under said section, are to remain on the 
same footing and to be subject alike to the same laws regulating the 
exercise of the elective franchise. The context plainly shows that this 
was the intention and should be the construction of the section, and 
good and valid reasons can be urged in its support and in favor of the 
policy adopted. It cannot be doubted, that it was the purpose to ar- 
range the voters of this State into two classes, one with the educational 
qualification and the other without it, but with another qualification 
deemed to be sufficient in the place of it. But when they are thus 

classified and brought to a position of equality of privilege in the (495) 
exercise of the right to vote, why discriminate against the former 

class by requiring them to register at each successive election, if so pro- 
vided by statute, in favor of the latter, by relieving them of this bur- 
den? Is it not more reasonable to suppose that -the “registration and 
permanent record,” were merely intended to preserve the evidence as to 
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who had thus qualified themselves under the second of the provisions 
of that section? But the construction may well be sustained by either 
right of persons thus registered on the permanent roll to vote “in all 
of two other reasons. There is a condition annexed in section 4 to the 
elections by the people of this State” namely, “unless disqualified under 
section 2 of this Article, and provided that such person shall have paid 
his poll tax as above required.” Now section 2 requires, as a qualifica- 
tion for voting, a residence in the State for two years, in the county six 
months, and in the precinct or ward, or other election district four 
months next preceding the election, with a proviso that removal from 
one voting precinct to another shall, after four months from the time 
of such removal, deprive the voter of the right to vote in his former 
precinct, and he cannot vote of course without registration in his new 
precinct, and it also provides that conviction of a felony punishable by 
imprisonment in the penitentiary shall disqualify him as a voter until 
restored to citizenship in the manner prescribed by law. It is evident 
from this reference in section 4 to section 2, that it was not intended to 
do more for the one class than for the other.. They must all comply 
with the general provisions of the election laws, enacted for the purpose © 
of securing regularity and certainty in the methods of holding elections, 
and of protecting the ballot box against fraudulent voting. There is no 
reason why this class of voters (those who are to be on the permanent 
roll) should be exempt from the operation of those laws, which do not 

equally apply to the other class. The object of the lawmakers 
(496) can be well and fully accomplished without such discrimination 

as between different classes of voters. But we think the very 
words of section 4 exclude any other conclusion as to the meaning of 
the organic law upon this subject. The language is that no such person 
who could vote, or whose ancestor could vote on 1 January, 1867, “shall 
be denied the right to register and vote at any election in this State by 
reason of his failure to possess the prescribed educational qualifications, 
provided, he shall have registered in accordance with the terms of this 
section prior to 1 December, 1908.” He shall not be denied—not the 
right to vote—we observe, but the right “to register and vote,” provided 
he complies with the section by registering on the permanent roll or 
record. Transposing terms, the result will clearly be this, that if he reg- 
isters for the permanent roll, he shall not be denied “the right to register 
and vote” in any future election by reason of his failure to possess the 
educational qualification. This is too plain, we think, to admit of the 
likelihood of any misapprehension as to the true meaning. He must 
register before he can vote. 
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The construction which we have settled upon is the one which has 
received the full sanction and approval of the Legislature, as is evidenced 
by the language of section 9, chapter 550, Laws 1901, being the act pro- 
viding for permanent registration of all persons entitled to vote under 
section 4, Article VI of the Constitution. Section 3, chapter 550, Laws 
1901, is especially a legislative interpretation of the meaning of section 4, 
Article VI of the Constitution in this respect, that the requirement of reg- 
istration for the “permanent record,” in leu of the test of reading and 
writing any section of the Constitution is only a superadded qualifica- 
tion and does not dispense with any of the qualifications of a voter ordi- 
narily required. This can readily be inferred from the language of 
said section, which is as follows: “Any person holding a certifi- 
cate of registration as herein provided for, shall be entitled to (497) 
register in any county of this State, notwithstanding his inability 
to read and write, provided that he shall be otherwise qualified as an 
elector.” coe | 

We have not adverted specially, in this connection, to section 3, Arti- 
cle VI of the Constitution, by which it is required that every person 
offering to vote shall be at the time legally registered, as prescribed in 
that instrument and in the manner thereafter provided by law, and by 
which it is further directed that the Legislature shall enact “general” 
registration laws, as distinguished from any special registration laws, 
to carry into effect the provisions of that article. This manifests clearly 
the intent, that while the person duly registered on the “permanent 
record” should have the general right forever, thereafter to vote in all 
elections, it being the same right precisely he would have had if the | 
amendment had not been adopted, yet he shall enjoy and exercise this 
right subject to the other provisions of law concerning elections and to 
the same extent as they affect other voters who can read and wnite. The 
mere fact that he or his ancestor had voted in 1867 was surely not in- 
tended to lift him to a higher plane of citizenship or to accord to him 
greater privileges or immunities as a voter than the educated man— 
some were freed from the disability of illiteracy and others permitted to 
vote if they or their ancestor had voted in 1867, that is all. They were 
not, therefore, exempt from the full operation of all other laws intended 
to safeguard the ballot box and there is no sound reason why they should 
be. Any other provision might well have been challenged and opposed 
by the people, as unwise and inexpedient. This construction preserves 
and secures unimpaired to the voter on the permanent record the very 
right which it was the purpose that he should enjoy under the Constitu- 
tion and to its fullest extent. Anything more than that would 
be an unfair discrimination against other voters and we should (498) 
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not for a moment suppose the people intended that any such result 
should follow the adoption of the amendment. 

We take it to be now thoroughly settled that, contrary to some earlier 
adjudications, registration is necessary to qualification as a voter, so 
that when the law required that a majority of the qualified voters should 
cast their votes for a given proposition before it becomes the law, it 
means a majority of the registered voters. Norment v. Charlotte, 85 
N. C., 387; Southerland v. Goldsboro, 96 N. C., 49; Duke v. Brown, 
ibid., 127; McDowell v. Construction Co., vbid., 514; Wood v. Oxford, 
97 N. C., 227. These cases reversed the former rulings on the subject 
in R. R. v. Comrs., 72 N. C., 486, and Reiger v. Comrs., TO N. C., 
319, The canvassers proceeded upon the correct principle in ascertain- 
ing that a majority of the qualified voters of Statesville cast their bal- 
lots in favor of issuing the bonds. This results from our construction 
of the Constitution, when considered in connection with the cases just 
cited which define who is a “qualified voter” within the meaning of those 
words as used in chapter 375, Laws 1905, under’which this election 
was held, and in other similar acts. 

His Honor, Judge Long, to whom the matter was submitted for deci- 
sion, was of opinion, and so adjudged, that, as far as appeared, the elec- 
tion was in all respects properly conducted and the result correctly de- 
clared and that the bonds will not be invalid for any reason now assigned 
by the plaintiff. In this opinion and judgment we concur. 


Affirmed. 


Cited: Cox v. Comrs., 146 N. C., 586; Williams v. Comrs., 176 N. C., 
577; Long v. Comrs., 181 N. C., 149. 





(499) 
CARTER v. RAILROAD. 


(Filed 15 November, 1905.) 


Railroads—Death by Wrongful Act — Damages—Earnings — Personal 
Hxpenses—Instructions—Questions for Jury. 


1. In an action for damages for death by wrongful act, an instruction that 
“whenever an adult has been killed and his administrator brings suit 
it is necessary for the administrator to show by affirmative evi- 
dene that the net earnings of the deceased exceeded his expenditures, 
and unless. he has done that, it is the duty of the jury to say that he is 

not entitled to recover anything,” is erroneous, 
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2. Under sections 1498-9 of The Code, the question is, did the relatives suffer 
any pecuniary loss by reason of the fact that the deceased failed to live 
out his expectancy, and in determining if the jury must take into con- 
sideration the entire life, character, habits, health, capacity, etc., of the 
deceased. 

3. In ascertaining the net earnings the jury should deduct only the reasonably 
necessary personal expenses of the deceased, taking into consideration 
his age, manner of life, business calling or profession, etc., and the amount 
spent for his family, or those dependent upon him, should not be de- 
ducted. : 

4. The court cannot instruct the jury in any case, when death by the wrongful 
act of the defendant is shown, that upon any state of facts it is their 
duty to render a verdict against the plaintiff, as “the reasonable expecta- 
tion of pecuniary advantage from the continuance of the life of the de- 
ceased,” is necessarily an inference of fact from all of the evidence and 
can only be drawn by the jury. 


Putition by the plaintiff to rehear this case, which was decided at 
Spring Term, 1905 (138 N. C., 750), no written opinion being filed. 


R. 0. Strudwick and J. A. Barringer for petitioners. 
King & Kimball in opposition. 


Per Curtam. This is a petition to rehear this cause disposed (500) 
of at the last term, 188 N. C., 750. His Honor said to the jury 
among other things: “The court charges you as a matter of law, and 
it is so plain that there can be no mistake about it, that in this case, 
whenever an adult has been killed, no matter whether he was killed by 
an individual or a corporation, it is all the same, and his administrator 
brings suit, it is necessary for the administrator to show by affirmative 
evidence that the net earnings of the deceased exceeded his expenditures, 
and unless he has done that, it is the duty of the jury to say that he is not 
entitled to recover anything.” To this instruction the plaintiff excepted. 

There was error in two respects. The instruction whether so intended 
or not, confined the jury to the consideration of testimony in regard to 
the net earnings of the deceased at the time of his death or prior thereto, 
or, in other words, whether he had accumulated anything at the time of 
his death. By a proper construction of the statute, Code, sees, 1498 and 
1499, the inquiry whether or not the relatives of the deceased have suf- 
fered any pecuniary loss by his death, is not limited to the date of his 
death. It must necessarily extend beyond that period. The true ques- 
tion is, did the relatives really suffer any loss by reason of the fact that 
the deceased failed to live out his expectancy. In determining it, the 
jury must take into consideration the entire life, character, habits, 
health, capacity, ete., of the deceased, and from the result of such con- 
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sideration, estimate as near as may be, and ascertain according to the 


rule laid down by the court what pecuniary advantage would have ac- 
crued to his relatives if he had lived out his expectancy, as the jury may 
find it to be, using the mortuary tables prescribed to aid them. ‘This 
question is within the peculiar province of the jury. The court may not 
take it from them and decide it as a question of law. He instructs the 
jury in regard to the rule for ascertaining the net income during the 
entire life of the deceased, and how to ascertain the present worth of 

the amount fixed by the jury as the total accumulation during 
(501) his life, and their verdict in the light of all the evidence must be 

fixed by them. This Court said in Benton v. R. R., 122 N. C., 
1009, after stating the rule as laid down in Pickett v. BR. #., 117 N. C., 
638: “In applying thisrule . . . and to enable the jury to properly 
estimate the reasonable expectation of pecuniary advantage from the 
continuance of the life of the deceased, they should consider his age, 
habits, industry, means, business qualifications, skill and reasonable ex- | 
pectation of life.’ Watson v. R. R., 188 N. C., 190. This Court held 
in Russell v. Steamboat Oo., 126 N. C., 961, and Davis v. R. R., 186 
N. C., 116, that substantial damage, ascertained in the manner pointed 
out, could be recovered for the wrongful killing of an infant. To con- 
fine the jury to the net income prior to and at the time of the death, 
would exclude any recovery in such cases. The same result would fol- 
low in the case of a young man just entering upon active life as well as 
many others, which readily occur to the mind. 

The charge was also erroneous in that it directed the jury to deduct 
from such gross income or earnings, as they might find the deceased 
would have made, his “expenditures.” The true rule requires the jury to 
deduct only the reasonably necessary personal expenses of the deceased, 
taking into consideration his age, manner of living, business calling or 
profession, ete. If by “expenditures”-is understood, and we think the 
jury in the absence of any explanation may have well so understood it, 
the amount spent for his family or those dependent upon him, the result 
would be to deprive the families of a very large majority of men from 
recovering damage for their death. But a small number of men accumu- 
late estates. Their income or earnings, after paying their actual per- 
sonal expenses, are expended in the support and education of their chil-— 
dren. Certainly it was not contemplated that for wrongfully causing 
the death of such a man, no damage could be recovered, although . 
his death deprived his family of their sole support, while for the death of 
one without any family, or who by miserly living and hoarding de- 

prives his family of support and education, large damages 
(502) should be awarded. It cannot, with any show of truth, be said 
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that in the first case the family sustain no pecuniary loss by reason of 
the death of the husband and father. Such a construction of the statute 
would place beyond the protection of law nine-tenths of the people. His 
Honor, of course, did not intend to so construe the law, but it is the 
logical result, if the absence of accumulation by the deceased or the 
lack of an excess of earnings over all expenditures, is to be laid down as | 
the rule of law. It is not for the court to instruct the jury in any case, 
when death by the wrongful act, neglect or default of the defendant is 
shown or admitted, that upon any state of facts it is their duty to render 
a verdict against the plaintiff. “The reasonable expectation of pecu- 
niary advantage from the continuance of the life of the deceased,” is 
necessarily an inference of fact from all of the evidence and can only 
be drawn by the jury, subject of course to the supervisory power of the | 
court to prevent injustice by setting aside the verdict, if excessive. 
The petition must be allowed and a new trial awarded. 
Petition allowed. 


Cited: Brown v. Power Co., 140 N. C., 349; Gerringer v. BR. B., 146 
N. C., 35; Roberson v. Lumber Co., 154 N. C., 3380; Embler v. Lumber 
Co., 167 N. C., 464. 





CAMPBELL vy, EVERHART. 
(Filed 15 November, 1905.) 


Deed to Heirs of Living Person—Unborn Children—Ejectment—T tle, 
How Shown, Adverse Possession—Estoppel—Instructions — Opmion 
on Facts by Judge—Sufficiency of Hvidence—Parental Relations— 
EHvidence—Census Insts—Transactions With Deceased. 


1. By virtue of section 1829 of The Code, a deed conveying land directly to 
the “heirs” of a living person, passes whatever title the grantor had to 
the children of such person. 


2. By virtue of section 1828 of The Code, a child if en ventre sa mere at the 
time the deed was executed took as tenant in common with the living 
children. 


3. A plaintiff in order to recover in an action of ejectment, must show a 
title good against the world or good against the defendant by estoppel. 


4, In an action of ejectment plaintiff makes out a title prima facie good 
against the world when he shows a grant from the State and mesne con- 
veyance connecting him with the grant, or by proving title out of the 
State by grant duly issued or by an adverse possession for 80 years with- 
out regard to the number or connection of the tenants, and 20 years 
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adverse possession in himself, or those under whom he claims or such a 
possession of 7 years, under color, or by showing 30 years adverse pos- 
session by himself, or by some one person and mesne conveyances con- 
necting him with the title thus acquired by that person as against the 
State, or by showing adverse possession by himself, or those under whom 
he claims for 21 years, under color. 


. In an action of ejectment, plaintiff makes out a title prima facie good 


against the defendant by showing an estoppel arising out of the fact that 
the defendant obtained possession of the land as tenant of the plaintiff, 
or by his permission, or by connecting the defendant with the common 
source of title, showing in himself an older or better title from that 
source. 


. Where a party takes possession of land under another, he is not allowed 


to dispute the latter’s title until he has given up the possession so 
acquired, and the rule applies with equal force to a person who continues 
a possession antecedently held by him with the consent of the party 


_ whose title is in question. 
. When possession is wholly restored to the party who gave it, the estoppel 


no longer applies, and the party formerly affected by it can stand upon 
his original right and set up any right or title he may have to the 
property surrendered. 


It was error to instruct the jury that the deed was sufficient of itself to 
vest the title in the grantees therein, where plaintiffs’ right to recover was 
dependent upon evidence that the defendants’ grantor was estopped to 
claim the land, and there was no evidence of title in the grantor of 
plaintiffs’ ancestors, as the credibility of the witnesses was a matter for 
the jury to pass upon, and the court in deciding this question, invaded 
their province, contrary to the provision of section 418 of The Code. 


. Evidence should raise more than a mere conjecture as to the existence of 


the fact to be proved. 


When this Court says that there is no evidence to go to the jury, it is not 
meant that there is literally and absolutely none, but there is none which 
ought reasonably to satisfy the jury that the fact sought to be proved is 
established. 


It is a general rule that, as between those occupying parental and filial, 
or guasi parental and filial relations, the possession of one is presumed to 
be permissive and not adverse to the other. 


The recital in the deed of plaintiffs’ grantor that H. (the character of 
whose possession was at issue) paid her the consideration, is not compe- 
tent against the defendants,. nothing else appearing. 


A census list. (found in the clerk’s office) was not competent evidence to 
show that one of the grantees was not in esse at the date of the deed— 
census reports being competent only to prove facts of a public nature. 


Testimony of a witness interested in the event of the action, as to trans- 
actions or communications between him and a deceased person from whom 
the defendants derive title, is not competent against them, the extent of 
the interest not being material. | 
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Action by R. G. Campbell and others against Chas. Everhart (505) 
and others, heard by Bryan, J., and a jury, at April Term, 1905, 
of Davinson. 

This is an action for the recovery of real property, a parcel of land in 
Lexington Township. Plaintiffs, in support of their claim to title, put 
in evidence a deed dated 22 November, 1870, from Susan Humphreys 
“to the lawful heirs of B. F. Hilliard and their heirs.” Hilliard was 
the son of Susan Humphreys and the plaintiffs are the grandchildren 
of said Hillard and claim under the deed for the reason that their 
mothers (who are now dead were the children of Hillard and therefore 
answer to the description in the deed of the persons who were intended 
to take thereunder. ' There was no proof of title in Susan Humphreys, 
but there was testimony which plaintiff insists tended to show that Hil- 
liard either entered upon the land originally or continued in possession 
after the date of the deed to his heirs (22 Nov., 1870), by her permis- 
sion, and is, therefore, estopped to deny her title. It is unnecessary to 
set out this testimony in order to an understanding of the point upon 
which the case is decided. There was testimony to the effect that Hil- 
liard had occupied the land for twelve years prior to the date of the 
deed of Mrs. Humphreys in 1870, and that he continued in possession 
until hig death in 1898, with brief interruptions, his children living 
there with him most of the time during their minority and after they 
became of age, and that he had conveyed a part of the land to his wife 
and other portions to Darr and Leonard.. 

The court charged the jury, among other things not necessary to be 
stated, as follows: “(1) The burden of the issue is upon the plaintitis. 
They must recover upon the strength of their own title and not the 
weakness of the defendants. They must show title in themselves, and 
that they were entitled to the possession at the commencement of the 
action. (2) The court instructs the jury that the deed intro- 
duced by the plaintiffs in this action is sufficient to vest in them (506) 
the legal title to the land described in the complaint and to au- 
thorize them to take possession of the same, nothing else appearing.” 
Defendants excepted. 

And in response to prayers from the plaintiffs, the jury were instructed 
as follows: “(1) There is no evidence of exclusive, continuous and ad- 
verse possession under color of title on the part of the defendants for 
seven years, and unless you find from the evidence that the defendants 
have had adverse and exclusive possession for the period of twenty years 
under known and visible metes and bounds, you will answer the first issue 
‘Yes.’ Defendants excepted. (2) The court charges you that there is 
no evidence that the defendants have had adverse and exclusive posses- 
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sion under known and visible metes and bounds for the period of twenty 
years, and you should answer the first issue ‘Yes.’ Defendants excepted. 
(3) The court charges you that the deed of 1870 from Susan Humph- 
reys to the lawful heirs of B. F. Hilliard was the same in law as if it 
had been made to the children of B. F. Hilliard, and conveyed a valid 
title from Susan Humphreys to the children of B. F. Hilliard then liv- 
ing, and if you find from the evidence that Margaret Lenora Wood was 
born in April thereafter, she would in law be included as one of the 
children then living, and would be within the description of the grantees 
in the deed. Defendants excepted.” 

The court refused the following prayers of the defendants: “(1) The 
court charges you that the deed from Susan Humphreys to the lawful 
heirs of B. F. Hilliard is invalid and null and void for want of grantees, 
and the jury should answer the first issue ‘No.’ (2) That there is no 
evidence to go to the jury that Susan Humphreys, at the time of the 
execution of the deed, owned said land or was in possession thereof or 
had any right to convey the same, and the jury should answer the first 
issue ‘No.’ (3) That if the jury shall find from the evidence that prior 

to the execution of the deed from Susan Humphreys to the lawful 
(507) heirs of B. F. Hilliard, said B. F. Hilliard was in the open, noto- 

rious and adverse and exclusive possession of the land in contro- 
versy and continued to so hold the same up to his death, and that after 
his death, his widow, V. A. Hilliard, held the same under him by deed 
from B. F. Hilliard introduced in evidence, and her grantees so continued 
to hold adverse possession thereof up to the commencement of this ac- 
tion, then the plaintiffs would not be entitled to recover and the jury 
should answer the first issue ‘No.’ (4) That in passing upon the ques- 
tion of adverse possession, the jury should consider the fact, if they find 
such to be the fact, that B. F. Hilliard, from a time prior to 1870 and up | 
to his death, was in receipt of the rents and profits of said land, paid 
taxes thereon, lived on the same for a large part of the time, conveyed a 
large portion of the tract by deed to his wife, and other portions thereof 
by deed to Darr and Leonard, witnesses for defendants, and that Jane 
Campbell and Lenora Wood, plaintiffs’ ancestors, never made any claim 
to said land, if the jury find they made no claim thereto, and if upon 
the whole evidence the jury shall find that defendants and those under 
whom they claim to have held continuous, adverse, exclusive possession 
thereof, for the years succeeding 1870, then the jury shall answer the first 
issue ‘No.’ (5) The fact that Jane Campbell and Lenora Wood, ances- 
tors of the plaintiffs, lived with their father a part of the time on the 
land in controversy as members of the family, as children live with their 
parents, would not put them in possession of the land under their own 
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right, nor interrupt their father’s adverse possession, if the jury shall 
find his possession was adverse, until they made some claim to own the’ 
same, and if the jury shall find from the evidence that the children so 
hved with their father as members of his household, and not under any 
claim or right of their own, and if the jury shall further find that de- 
fendants and those under whom they claim have been in the continuous, 
exclusive, adverse possession thereof from the year 1870 and prior 
thereto, then the plaintiffs are not entitled to recover and the (508) 
jury shall answer the first issue ‘No.” (6) That Fred Hillard, a 
son of B. F. Hilliard, born in lawful wedlock, though begotten after 
the execution of the deed from Susan Humphreys to the lawful heirs of 
B. F. Hilliard, would share in said land, and under the same there are 
four children to take the same, viz.: Sallie Hilliard, Jane Campbell, 
Lenora Wood and Fred Hilliard, or the heirs of such of them who are 
dead, and in no event can plaintiffs claim more than one-half of the land 
and the jury should answer the issue accordingly.” __ 

There was a verdict and judgment for the plaintiffs and defendants, 
having duly excepted to the rulings of the court, appealed. 


Watson, Buxton & Watson, Walser & Walser, and King & Kimball 
for plantrffs. | 
McCrary & Ruark and E. E. Raper for defendants. 


Water, J., after stating the case: The first question raised in this 
case calls for a construction of the deed from Mrs. Humphreys to the 
heirs of her son, B. F, Hilliard,'and also involves its validity. We have 
no doubt as to either proposition thus presented. At common law, a 
conveyance could not be made directly to the heirs of a living person, 
simply because a living person could have no heirs in presenti.. The 
rule of the law then was, Nemo est haeres viventis. This maxim was 
originally and generally applied to both wills and deeds and its proper 
translation was that, ‘No one can be heir during the life of his ancestor.” 
And though a party may be heir apparent or heir presumptive, yet he 
is not heir, living the ancestor, and therefore, when an estate was limited 
to one as a purchaser under the denomination of heir, heir of the body, 
heir male or the like, the party could not take as purchaser unless, by 
the death of the ancestor, he has, at the time when the estate is to 
vest, become the very heir. But this rule was relaxed by the (509) 
courts and an exception engrafted on it, and if, there was suffi- 
cient on the face of a will to show that, by the word “heir,” the testator 
meant heir apparent, it should be so construed; and in such ease the 
popular sense was allowed to prevail against the technical. In other 
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words, it appears to have been established by the authorities that, prima 
facie, the word “heir” should be taken in its strict legal sense, but, if 
there was a plain demonstration in the will that the testator used it in a 
different sense, the court would assign that meaning to it, what was suf- 
ficient to show that the testator did not intend that 1¢ should have its 
technical construction, depending largely upon the language employed 
in connection with it and the circumstances under which the word was 
used. Broom’s Legal Maxims (8 Ed.), 521, marginal page, 523. It 
was likewise held in the case of a will that the rule had no place, if the 
testator knew of the existence of the parent and intended his devise to 
take effect during his life. Broom, 524. One reason for the relaxation 
of the rule in the case of wills was, that the testator might be inobs con- 
sila and the instrument therefore was construed so as to effectuate his 
intention. But the maxim was also extended to deeds, and a limitation 
(the word is here used in, the sense of conveyance) “to the heirs of a per- 
son,” who is living, was held to be void for uncertainty, as no one can in 
any proper sense be the heir of a living person and it could not therefore 
be known who were to have the benefit of the conveyance, but it was 
likewise the rule in regard to a deed that, if anything appéared on its 
face to indicate that the grantor used the word “heirs” as desegnatio per- 
sonarum, or if a preceding estate was created so as to make the limitation 
to the heirs of the living person a contingent remainder depending for its 
vesting upon the event of the death of the ancestor before the life estate 
terminated, the word “heirs” was construed to mean children. It has al- 

ways been true, both in the case of deeds and of wills, that if the 
(510) instrument shows who the grantee is or if it designates and so 

describes him that there is no uncertainty respecting the party 
who is intended to take under the will or deed, it is not of vital conse- 
quence that the matter which establishes his identity is not in the com- 
mon or best form or expressed with technical nicety or accuracy or 1n 
the usual or most appropriate position in the instrument. Devlin on 
Deeds, sections 184 and 185; 2 cbid., sec. 8364 and note 11, where cases 
from this and other States are collected. 38 Washburn on Real Property, 
282, But at common law where the limitation in the deed was simply 
to the heirs of a living person and nothing else appeared to indicate the 
special intention of the grantor as to who should take, the deed was void 
because no grantor was sufficiently designated. Our statute completely 
reverses this principle, and now, by virtue of its wise provision, such a 
limitation is conclusively presumed to be intended for the children of 
the person named therein. The language of the statute is too plain for 
arly possible doubt as to its true meaning. It is as follows: “Any limi- 
tation by deed, will or other writing, to the heirs of a living person, shall 
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be construed to be to the children of such person, unless the contrary in- 
tention appear by the deed or will.” Code, sec. 13829. But the defend- 
ants’ counsel contends that the use of the word “limitation” in the stat- 
ute takes our case out of its operation, as the deed in this case is, in ef- 
fect, a direct conveyance to the heirs of B. F. Hilliard without the cre- 
ation of any preceding estate to be “limited” or determined by the hap- 
pening of a future event or the performance of any condition. ‘The fal- 
lacy of this contention is to be found in the misapprehension of the true 
legal definition of the word limitation. It has a two-fold meaning, says 
Mr. Fearne. We quote his own language: “Great confusion has fre- 
quently arisen from not observing that the word limitation is used in 
two different senses; the one of which may, for the sake of con- 

venience of distinction, he terms the original sense; namely, that (511) 
of a member of a sentence, expressing the limits or bounds to the 

quantity of an estate; and the other, the derivative sense; namely, that of 
an entire sentence, creating and actually or constructively marking out 
the quantity of an estate.” 2 Fearne on Remainders (4 Am. Ed.), see. 
24, marg. page 10. In our statute, the word is manifestly used in its 
derivative or secondary sense, which is made very clear to us by the 
learned, able and elaborate opinion of Chief Justice Shepherd in the 
leading case of Starnes v. Hull, 112 N. C., 1, remarkable for its lucidity 
of statement and the strength and cogency of reasoning from ancient and 
well settled principles of the law by which it distinguished between vested 
and contingent remainders and further sustained the conclusion of the 
court, that this statute did not abolish the rule in Shelley’s case, but was 
intended merely to give effect to the intention of the maker of the in- 
strument, namely, that the persons for whose use and benefit it was made 
should take either directly or indirectly as purchasers, and to cure what 
was supposed to be the defect in, and to remove the injustice of the rule 
of the common law. Starnes v. Hill, supra. Under this construction of 
our statute, Margaret Hilliard (afterwards Margaret Wood), if en 
ventre sa mere at the time the deed was executed, took as tenant in com- 
mon with the living child or children, who at the time answered to the 
description of “lawful heirs” of their father. She would not have taken 
anything at common law, as she was not actually im esse at the date of 
the deed and no one was appointed to preserve the use to her. In Du- 
pree v. Dupree, 45 N. C., 167, et seq., Pearson, J., speaking of a convey- 
ance immediately to an unborn child, says: “Property must at all 
times have an owner. One person cannot part with the ownership un- 
less there be another person to take it from him. There must be a 
‘grantor and a grantee, and a thing granted.’ We have no gort of 
doubt that Mrs. Goff intended all the children of Robert and Rachel 
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(512) (Peggy Ann excepted), without reference to the time of their 
birth, to be participants of her bounty; and the only regret is that 
she did not call upon a lawyer, who would have drawn a conveyance 
passing the property to a trustee, by which the uses could have been kept 
open until the death of Mrs. Dupree, so as to let in all of her children. 
But she chose to make a common law conveyance directly to the chil- 
dren; and of course no other could take under her deed of gift except 
those w esse, or, as my Lord Coke expresses it, in rerum natura, when 
the right of property passed out of her, to wit: at the date of the deed 
of gift. The owners were then called for and it was then necessary for 
them to take the property. The plaintiff could not answer the call, and 
there is no rule of the law by which we can give him another day.” See, 
also, Heath v. Heath, 114 N.C., 547, This rule of the common law has 
been changed by the. statute to the extent that it affected a child en 
ventre sa mere. It is now provided by statute that “an infant unborn, 
but 2m esse, shall be deemed a ‘person capable of taking, by deed or other 
writing, any estate whatever in the same manner as if he were born,” 
that is m rerum natura. Code, sec. 1328; Heath v. Heath, supra. 

Tt comes to this, therefore, that the deed was sufficient in form and 
substance to pass whatever title Mrs. Humphreys had’ in the land to 
the children of B. F. Hilliard, her son. But we are brought now to the 
consideration of the question, did she have any title to pass? A plaintiff 
in order to recover in an action of ejectment, must show a title good 
against the world or good against the defendant by estoppel. He makes 
out a title prima facie, under the first branch of the requirement, when 
~ he shows a grant from the State (the origin and source of all title to 
land), and mesne conveyances connecting him with the grant, or by 
proving title out of the State, by grant duly issued or by an adverse pos- 
sion for 30 years without regard to the number or connection of the ten- 

ants, and 20 years adverse possession in himself, or those under 
(513) whom he claims or such a possession of seven years, under color, 

or by showing 30 years adverse possession by himself, or by some 
one person and mesne conveyances connecting him with the title thus ac- 
quired by that person against the State (the law presuming not only 
title out of the State by virtue of the possession for 30 years, but also.a 
grant to the person who has thus held the possession for 20 years of the 
time, Bryan v. Spivey, 109 N. C., 57); or by showing adverse posses- 
sion by himself or those under eon he claims for 21 years under color; 
or by showing an estoppel arising out of the fact that the defendant ne 
tained the possession of the land as tenant of the plaintiff or by his, per- 
mission, or, lastly, by connecting the defendant with a common source 
of title showing in himself an older and better title from that source, - 
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the law, by a rule of evidence, established for convenience, not requiring 
in such a case proof of title beyond the common source. This rule is 
sometimes called an estoppel, whether erroneously or not we need not 
decide. Aleaander v. Gibbon, 118 N. ©., 796; Newlin v. Osborne, 47 
N. C., 164; Frey v. Ramsour, 66 N. C., 466; Caldialy: Neely, 81.N. C., 

114; Christenbury v. King, 85 N. C., 299, The method of proving title 
to nnd: is well stated by Avery, J., a Mobley v. Griffin, 104 N. C., 112. 
In what we have said, no reference is made to the particular nace of 
the possession necessary to bar the entry of the State, or to the manner 
in which the connection between the successive tenants, when required, 
must be shown. This matter is fully discussed by Justice Connor 1 in 
Jennings v. White, ante, 23. 

If we apply the above stated principles to the facts of this case, we 
find that no evidence has been adduced to show any title in Mrs. Humph- 
reys when she made her deed to the plaintiffs’ ancestors, unless the testi- 
mony introduced tended to show that her son, B. F. Hilliard, either en- 
tered into possession or continued his possession by her permis- 
sion and thereby estopped himself, so long as he retained that (514) 
possession to deny her title. It is undoubtedly true that, where a 
party takes possession of land under another, he is not allowed to dis- 
pute the latter’s title until he has given up the possession so acquired. 
~The whole doctrine upon which the estoppel rests in such cases is most 
clearly and forcibly stated by Ddllard, J., in Farmer v. Pickens, 88 
N. C., 549. “It is settled,” says he, “that a person accepting a lease from 
another is estopped during the continuance of the lease, and afterwards, | 
until he surrenders the possession to his landlord, to dispute his title, it 
being a rule founded on a principle of honesty which does not allow 
possession to be retained in violation of that faith on which it was ob- 
tained or continued. Hartzog v. Hubbard, 19 N. C., 241; Lunsford v. 
Alexander, 20 N. C., 166; Smart v. Smith, 18 N. C., 258; Burnett v. 
Roberts, 15 N. C., 81. The rule between lessor and lessee extends equally 
to one who takes or holds possession under a contract of purchase, and — 
he is not permitted to controvert the title of him under whom he entered 
or by whose consent he has continued a possession. Love v. Hdmonston, 
23 N. C., 152. And the rule applies with equal force to a person who 
continues a possession antecedently held by him with the consent of the 
party whose title is in question. It is said in the same case, “The rule 
best supported by authority, English and American, as stated by Bige- 
low in his work on Estoppel, at pages 397 and 398, to be, that an ante- 
rior possession does not vary the application of the rule, on the ground 
that although the party asserting the estoppel may not have lost the | 
advantage of parting with the possession, yet by attornment to him or 
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the new relation of vendor and vendee, he may have been led into some 
omission or conduct prejudicial to his title which otherwise would not 
have been. In this State the rule is held to be, that a possession previous 
to a lease or contract of purchase does not let in the party to dispute the 
title which he-had recognized.” Springs v. Schenck, 99 N. C., 
(515) 551. The rule affects as well the assignee or undertenant of 
the person, who has thus acquired the possession of the land, 
as it does the assignor. Lunsford v. Alexander, 20 N. C., 166; Pate v. 
Turner, 94 N. C., 47; Bonds v. Smith, 106 N. C., 553. But the es- 
toppel lasts no longer than does the possession so acquired and on 
which it is founded. When possession is wholly restored to the party 
who gave it, the estoppel no longer applies, and the party formerly 
affected by it can then stand upon his original right, to which he is — 
fully remitted, for reason being the soul of the law, when the reason 
of any particular law ceases, so does the law itself. Having given up 
that which he gained by reason of the favor or consent of another and 
which might prejudice the latter if he retained and asserted title in 
himself, he is at perfect lhberty to set up any right or title he may 
have to the property surrendered, for he is not then bound in good 
conscience or in fairness to do otherwise. The plaintiffs, therefore, 
may show, if they can, that Hilliard entered upon the land or continued 
in the possession of it as the tenant of Mrs. Humphreys or in subordi- 
nation to her, and the defendants may show, if they can, that he or 
those claiming under him, have surrendered the possession, so that now 
they may rely on any title that Hilliard had or that they have ac- 
quired in the premises. It follows, as a matter of course, that there 
was error in the charge in so far as the jury were told that the deed of 
Mrs. Humphreys to Hilliard’s heirs at law (now construed to mean his 
children), was sufficient of itself to vest the title to the land in them. 
This was equivalent to a peremptory instruction, binding upon the 
_ jury, to find for the plaintiff, whereas the deed of itself could not pass a 
title the grantor did not have, and if the testimony was legally sufh- 
clent to show such a possession in Hilliard, under Mr. Humphreys, as 
raised an estopped against him, it consisted in the alleged declarations 
of Hilliard to Tussey and others and the credibility of these 
(516) witnesses was surely a matter for the jury to pass upon. The 
court in deciding this question for them, invaded their province, 
contrary to the provision of The Code, section 413, which requires that 
in charging a petit jury in a case, the court shall not give an opinion 
whether a fact is fully or sufficiently proven, such matter falling within 
the true province of the jury, but shall only state the evidence and de- 
clare and explain the law arising thereon. 
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We have not passed upon the sufficiency of the testimony to show an 

estoppel, as the question may not be presented to us again and if it is 
the evidence may not be just as we find it in this record. It may be 
stronger or weaker than it now is. We may say generally that evidence 
should raise more than a mere conjecture as to the existence of the 
fact to be proved. The legal sufficiency of proof and the moral weight 
of legally sufficient proof are very distinct in the conception of the law. 
The first lies within the province of the court, the last within that of 
the jury. Applying the maxim, de minimis non curat lex, when we 
say that there is no evidence to go to the jury, we do not mean that 
there is literally and absolutely none, for as to this there could be no 
room for any controversy, but there is none which ought reasonably to 
satisfy the jury that the fact sought to be proved is established, though 
there is no practical or logical difference between no evidence and evidence 
without legal weight or probative force. The sufficiency of evidence in 
law to go to the jury does not depend upon the doctrine of chances. 
However confidently one, in his own affairs, may base his judgment on 
mere probability as to a past event, when he assumes the burden of es- 
tablishing such event as a proposition of fact and as a basis for the 
judgment of a court, he must adduce evidence other than a majority 
of chances that the fact to be proved does exist. It must be more than 
sufficient for a mere guess, and must be such as tends to actual proof. 
But the province of the jury should not be invaded. in any case and 
when reasonable minds, acting within the limitations prescribed 
by the rules of law, might reach different conclusions, the evi- (517) 
dence must be submitted to the jury. Lewis v. Steamship Co., 
132 N.C., 904; Byrd v. Bxpress Co., ante, 273. To which may be added, 
Wheeler v. Shroeder, 4 R. L., 383; Offutt v. Col. Exposition, 175 IIL, 
472; Day v. KR. R., 96 Me., 207: Catlett Ved: Tis D1 Atk 461% deo hy ‘. 
Stebbing, 62 Md., 504. 

Whether any Broo: has been ‘aahioes im this case as to the estoppel, 
which conforms to the legal standard, we leave as an open question, to 
be decided when it becomes necessary to do so. Nor need we decide 
whether the fact that B. F. Hilliard’s children lived on the land with him 
as members of his family, prevented his possession.from being adverse 
to them, and those claiming under them, after the deed was executed by 
Mrs. Humphreys. It is a general rule that, as between those occupying 
parental and filial, or guasi parental and filial, relations, the possession 
of one 1s presumed to be permissive, and not adverse to the. other. 
1 A. & E. (2 Ed.), 821. The character of the possession will depend 
somewhat upon the state of the proof, as no hard and fast rule appli- 
cable to all cases can well be laid down. As illustrative of the gen- 
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eral principle, we refer to the following cases: Burrus v. Meadors, 
90 Ala., 140; White v. White, 52 Ark., 188; Douglas v. Irvine, 126 Pa. 
St., 643. If Hilliard held his possession under Mrs. Humphreys from 
20 November, 1870, the date of her deed, to the time of his death in 
1898, he having never given up the land, such possession could not have 
been adverse to his children, who claimed under her deed, and it can 
make no difference, in this connection, nor indeed when considering 
the question of estoppel, whether she really had any title or not. If 
that time is excluded from the count altogether, his previous possession 
was not continued long enough to presume a title in him, he having 
no color. If he was not holding under his mother, then as no title is 
shown in her and consequently none in his children by virtue of her deed, 

it becomes immaterial whether his possession was adverse to his 
(518) children or not, for plaintiffs, in that event, having shown no 

title in themselves at all must necessarily fail in the suit, however 
weak the title of Hilliard, or the defendants may be, the burden of the 
issue being on them and not on the alienees of Hilliard, the defendants. 
It follows, therefor, that (1) the first instruction of the court in its 
general charge was correct and the second was erroneous; (2) the first 
instruction, in response to plaintiffs’ prayers, was not correct, in the 
abstract, as if plaintiffs showed, prima facie, a title and right to recover 
and defendants were put to their proof, the latter was not confined to 
their own adverse possession, but could tack to it the possession of those 
under whom they claimed. But the error in this instruction was im- 
material for the reason we have already given, that plaintiffs must fail 
if Hilliard was not in possession under Mrs. Humphreys, unless here- 
after they can show title in her derived in some other way. (3) The 
second instruction in response to plaintiffs’ prayers is likewise imma- 
terial, for the reason just given in considering the next preceding im- 
struction. If plaintiffs show a title in Mrs. Humphreys, otherwise 
than by estoppel, we do not think the possession of Hilliard could be 
considered adverse to his children, if they lived with him on the land, 
and during the time of such joint occupancy; (4) the instruction in re- 
sponse to plaintiff’s third prayer was correct, except as to the legal 
effect of the deed in passing title, which was at least misleading. The 
refusal of the first instruction, in response to defendants’ prayers, was 
correct. Defendants’ second prayer was correct in part. Whether 
there is any evidence of Mrs. Humphrey’s possession will depend of 
course upon the nature of Hilliard’s possession, as the jury may find 
it to have been. If he held under her, his possession was in law her 
possession. The sixth prayer was properly refused. The other prayers — 
of both parties are sufficiently covered by what we have already said 
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in this opinion. There remains to be considered the questions (519) 
as to the competency of evidence. -(1) The recital in the 
deed of Mrs. Humphreys that Hilliard paid her the consideration, 
one thousand dollars, 1s not competent against defendants, nothing 
else appearing. It is merely her unsworn declaration. If he actually 
paid her the money, it would at least be some evidence as to the 
character of his possession, that is, as to whether he claimed in his 
own right or under her. (2) The census list (found in the clerk’s 
office), offered by defendants to show that Lenora Wood was not in esse 
at the date of the deed from Mrs. Humphreys, was incompetent. Cen- 
sus reports are competent to prove facts of a public nature. As evidénce 
they are confined to such facts and the details as to individual persons 
and other private matters, as the age of a particular person, or the pro- 
duct of a factory, are noted only as a necessary basis for the general 
summaries or the ultimate statement of facts affecting the public. 38 
_ Wigmore on Ev., section 1671. | 

Edwards v. Logan, 114 Ky., 312, is directly in point. There, as here, a 
census list (not a census report) was found in the clerk’s office, and 
offered to show non-age of one of the parties, whose vote had been 
challenged. It was held incompetent on two grounds (a) as not being 
a census report, and (b) as not evidence of any matter of a private 
nature. The method of proving age by documentary evidence is stated 
in Elliott on Ev., sections 410, 413 and 1286. It appears that such 
evidence as that offered in this case was admitted in Flora v. Anderson, 
75 Fed., 231, upon the authority of Greenleaf Ev., 483, and Stephens’ 
Ey., art. 34, but on referring to these books we find that the authors 
state that public registers and reports are evidence only of facts of a 
public nature, and agree in this respect with Wigmore. The mistake in 
that case, we think, was in supposing that the fact proposed to be es- 
tablished was within that category. There was no proof as to how 
this list was made or from what source the information it purported 
to contain was derived, and it would hardly accord with the 
general rule in regard to evidence, if it was permitted to be con- (520) 
sidered as against entries in the family Bible which were in- 
troduced. (8) Testimony. of a witness interested in the event of the ac- 

tion, as to transactions or communications between him and a deceased 
- person from whom defendants derive title, is not, of course, competent 
against them. The extent of the interest is not material. | 

It is unnecessary to specially consider the other numerous exceptions, 
as they may not again be presented. 

For the error committed in the charge to the jury, as above indicated. 

New trial. 
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Cited: Bettis v. Avery, 140 N. C., 192; Millheiser v. Leatherwood, 
ab., 235; Mitchell v. Garrett, 1b., 899; Rumbough v. Sackett, 141 N. C., 
497; Barrett v. Brewer, 143 N. C., 91; Deal v. Sexton, 144 N. C., 
158; Metal Co. v. R. R., 145 N. C., 297; In re Fowler 159 N. C., 207; 
Lnquor Co. v. Johnson, 161 N. C., 76; Cullens v. Cullens, tb., 347; Nance 
v. Rourk, rb., 648; Le Roy v. Steamboat Co., 165 N. C., 118; Brock v. 
Wells, vb., 173; Finch v. Michael, 167 N. C., 325; Thompson v. Batts, 
168 N. C., 335; Buchanan v. Hedden, 169 N. C., 223; Lawrence v. 
Eller, vb., 218; Campbell v. Power Co., 171 N. C., 768; 8. v. Bridgers, 
172 N.C., 882; Pope v. Pope, 176 N. C., 288; Timber Co. v. Yarbrough 
179 N. C., 840; Whichard v. Whitehurst, 181 N. C., 84. 


EUBANKS y. ALSPAUGH. 
(Filed 15 November, 1905.) 


Action for Breach of Contract of Employment—Burden of Proof— 
Justification—Harmless Error. 


1. In an action for damages for a wrongful discharge, the burden is upon the 
plaintiff to prove the contract of employment, the discharge by the de- 
fendant and the existence and amount of substantial damages. 


8. The contract of employment and the discharge by the defendant being 
established, the burden of proving justification is upon the defendant. 


3. Where a mistake of the court is not on any essential or controlling feature 
of the case, it does not constitute reversible error. 


Acrton by S. B. Eubanks against U. L. Alspaugh and another, heard 
before Bryan, J. and a jury, at May Term, 1905, of IrepEtt. . 
The plaintiff alleged that the defendants, having employed 
(521) him as superintendent of their mill for a term of six months, 
wrongfully discharged the plaintiff to his damage, ete. The de- 
fendants denied that plaintiff was wrongfully discharged, and alleged, 
- by way of further defense that the plaintiff was entirely incompetent 
to perform the duties he had undertaken, and claimed the right to dis- 
charge him on that account; and they further set up this breach of con- 
tract on the part of the plaintiff as a counterclaim to his demand. 
Issues were submitted responsive to the pleadings. Verdict and judg- 
ment in favor of plaintiff. Defendants excepted and appealed. 


Furches, Coble & Nicholson and Zeb. V. Long for plaintiff. 
Armfield & Turner and R. Z. Innney for defendants. 
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Perr Curtam. The judge below charged the jury very fully on the 
issues and properly put on the plaintiff the burden of proving the con- 
tract of employment, the discharge by the defendants, and the existence 
and amount of substantial damage. 

The only exception made by the defendants, or urged upon our at- 
tention, was ln giving the prayer for instructions by the plaintiff, No. 
7, which is as follows: “The burden is upon the defendants to show that 
the plaintiff was not capable and efficient in the performance of his 
duties under the contract, and if the jury should find by a greater 

weight of the evidence that the plaintiff was not an expert in the de- 
partments of carding and spinning, yet if the jury further find by a 
greater weight of the evidence that the deféndants had notice of this 
fact, at or before the time they employed the plaintiff, that the plaintiff 
was not an expert carder and spinner, if such was the fact, would not 
excuse the defendants for discharging the plaintiff, and if the jury 
find that the plaintiff was discharged and for. this cause, this | 
would be a breach of the contract on the part of the defendants, (522) 
and you will answer the third issue, ‘yes.’” This was given. 

The defendants excepted to the above instruction: First, because the 
burden was wrongfully put on the defendants. Second, because there 
was no evidence that the defendants knew of the plaintiff’s incompetency 
before the contract of employment. 

There is no merit in the first exception. The contract of employment 
and the discharge by the defendants being established, the law places 
the burden of justification on the defendants, and the charge of the court 
on this point is correct. Dettrick v. R. R., 127 N. C., 25; McKetthan v. 
Tel. Co., 186 N. C., 213. 

While the second exception is not entirely responsive to the language 
of the charge, it sufficiently appears that the defendants intended to 
address the same to that part of prayer No. 7 on the question whether 
the defendants knew the plaintiff was not an expert carder and spinner 
‘before the contract of employment. . The court here told the jury that 
even if the plaintiff was not an expert carder and spinner, yet if the 
jury further found that the defendants had notice of this before employ- 
ing the plaintiff, such fact would not justify his discharge. 

The defendants contend that there is no evidence that they had any 
notice in the matter, and there is none set out in the record, as far as 
the court can discover. There is testimony to the effect that the de- 
fendants only inquired of the plaintiff’s capacity as a weaver, but no 
evidence of any notice as to his qualifications as a carder and spinner. » 
‘We are of opinion, however, that this does not constitute reversible 
error for the reason that the mistake is not on any essential or con- 
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trolling feature of the defense. There was no contract that the plain- 
tiff should be an expert in carding and spinning, and there was no 

allegation or evidence of such requirement. There were allega- 
(523) tion and evidence that the plaintiff was employed by the defend- 

ants to superintend this and the other departments of the mill. 
There was also evidence of the plaintiff to the eifect that it was not 
necessary that a superintendent should be an expert in all departments 
of a mill, and a witness for the defense testified that while it was 
better for a superintendent to be an expert in all the departments, there 
were many mills run successfully where the superintendent was not such. 

The mistake of the court therefore to which the exception was ad- 
dressed is not on an essential or material matter, and does not, we think, 
justify or call for a new trial. 

Speaking directly to this question in another part of the charge, in 
response to a prayer for instruction by defendant, the court told the 
jury: “If the jury shall find from the greater weight of the evidence 
that it was necessary for a superintendent of the defendant’s mill, to 
successfully operate the same, to understand carding, spinning and 
weaving in order to intelligently direct those under him in those de- 
partments, and should further find from the evidence that the plaintiff! 
did not sufficiently understand carding and spinning to enable him to 
direct those in charge of those departments, and that he did not in- 
telligently direct and instruct those placed in charge of the carding and 
spinning on account of a lack of skill and knowledge on his part, then I 
charge you that this was a violation of the contract on the part of the 
plaintiff and the defendants had the right to discharge him from their 
employment, and the plaintiff is entitled to recover nothing in this ac- 
tion.” This, we think, gave the defendants the full benefit of this 
feature of the defense, and, taking the charge as a whole, we are of 
opinion that the cause has been fairly and correctly submitted to the 
jury. 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Ivey v. Cotton Mills, 148 N. C., 196, 198. 
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ee (524) 
MILLS vy. LUMBER Co. 


(Filed 15 November, 1905. ) 
Prsaiction of Papers—Administrative Order—Renewal of Motion. 


1. Section 578 of The Code, which provides that the clerk or judge may in 
their discretion order either party to give to the other an inspection and 
copy, or permission to take a copy, of any papers containing evidence 
relative to the merits of the action, does not authorize an order that the 
respondent be required to deposit the papers in the clerk’s office. . 


2. An order of the judge, reversing an order of the clerk with reference to the 
production of papers, is a discretionary matter, and being an adminis- 
trative order in the cause, and not affecting the merits, is not res judicata 
and the motion can be renewed and a new order obtained. 


Action by W. A. Mills against Biscoe Lumber Co., heard by Peebles, 
J., on 29 July, 1905, on an appeal from an order made by the clerk in 
an action pending in the Superior Court of Monrcommry. From an 
order reversing the order of the clerk, the defendant appealed. 


Adams, Jerome & Armfield for plaintiff. 
Hinsdale & Hinsdale for defendant. 


Crark, C. J. The Code, section 578, provides that the court, 7. e., 
clerk ( Code, section 132), or judge, “may in their discretion and upon 
due notice order either party to give to the other, within a specified 
time, an inspection and copy, or permission to take a copy of any 
books, papers and documents in his possession or under his control con- 
taining evidence relating to the merits of the action or the defense 
therein.” This was a motion in the cause by the defendant before the 
clerk for an inspection of papers, etc., of that nature in possession of 
the plaintiff. The clerk made an order requiring the plaintiff to “pro- 
duce and deposit in the office of the clerk” certain papers de 
scribed in the order, and that “in order that the defendant, (525) 
its agents or attorneys may in the presence of the clerk examine 
and take copies thereof, it is further ordered that said notes, letters, 
papers, documents and books of account shall be deposited in said clerk’s 
office on or before 12 August, 1905, and shall remain in said office two 
weeks,” 

_ The plaintiff expected “to so much of the order as requires the plain- 
tiff to deposit the papers with the clerk and allow them to remain two 
weeks.” On appeal the judge briefly entered, “The above judgment is 
reversed.” The judgment of the clerk was erroneous in the particular 
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excepted to. There is nothing in the statute which authorizes an order 
that the respondent be required to deposit the papers. In practice, 
this might prove oppressive and detrimental. The papers and books 
might be necessary in the conduct of the plaintifi’s business and there is 
no guaranty of their safety when so deposited. All that the statute 
authorizes is an order that the papers be produced with sufficient op- 
portunity to the other side to inspect the same and take a copy. Sheek 
v. Sain, 127 N. C., 272. 

The judge probably did not intend to do more than reverse the part. 
of the order objected to. But if he did, it was a discretionary matter, 
and the order being an administrative order in the cause and not affect- 
ing the merits, it is not res judicata and the motion can be renewed and 
a new order obtained, in the discretion of the court or judge, of the 
tenor authorized by the statute. Indeed, the plaintiff is not resisting 
an order of that purport. 

No error. 





(526) 
JONES v. BALLOU. 


| (Filed 15 November, 1905.) 
Action to Establish Lost Deed—Jurisdiction—E vidence. 


1. In an action to establish a lost deed, the record of which was also destroyed, © 
a motion to dismiss upon the ground that the action should have been 
brought before the clerk under section 56 of The Code, was properly 
refused, as that section is an enabling act giving an additional, but not 
an exclusive, remedy. 


2. In an action to establish a lost deed, evidence offered by the defendants of 
a statement by a person that he owned no interest in the property, was 
properly rejected, where the plaintiffs did not claim under such person, 
and he was not a party to the action. 


3. An exception not set out in appellant’s brief is presumed to be abandoned. 


ACTION by T. J. Jones and others against J. R. Ballou and others, 
heard by W. R. Allen, J., and a jury, at April Term, 1905, of AsHe. 
From a judgment for the plaintiffs, the defendants appealed. 


R. A. Doughton for plaintiffs. 
F. A. Linney and T. C. Bowvre for defendants. 


CrarK, C. J. This is an action to establish a lost deed, the record 
of which is also alleged to have been destroyed. The defendants moved 


412 


N.O.] - -FALL TERM, 1908. 


JONES v. BALLOU. 


to dismiss upon the ground that the action should have been brought 
before the clerk under section 56 of The Code. This motion was 
properly refused. That section is an enabling act giving an additional 
but not an exclusive, remedy. Jurisdiction in the Superior Court was 
sustained in McCormick v. Jernagan, 110 N. C., 406, and was tacitly 
recognized in Tuttle v. Ramey, 98 N. C., 513; see, also, 19 A. & E. 
(2 Ed.), 552, with authorities. ‘In Cowles v. Hardin, 91 N. C., 231; 
Mobley v. Watts, 98 N. C., 284, and Hopper v. Justice, 111 N. C., 

420, it was held that a party whose deed with its registra- (527) 
tion had been destroyed instead of having it set up and recorded | 
could depend upon the rules of the common law to establish its con- 
tents whenever an occasion might arise, as in the course of a trial. 
Cowles v. Hardin, 79 N. C., 577, relied on by the defendants, simply 
holds that when the proceeding is brought by virtue of The Code, sec- 
tion 56, the requirements of that section must be complied with. It is 
true that originally there was no relief at common law or in equity to 
decree the re-execution of a deed, except as an ancillary remedy to some 
other relief as ejectment or to enjoin a recovery and the like, Adams, 
Eq., sec. 167; McCormick v. Jernigan, supra; but chapter 6, Laws 1893, 
- gives the right to bring an action to prevent a cloud upon title and this 
additional relief the plaintiffs are entitled to besides the decree for set- 
ting up and recording the deed, whether such relief is prayed for or not. 
Clark’s Code (8 Ed.), sec. 233 (3), and cases there cited. 

No other of the exceptions taken are relied upon in the appellant’s 
brief and we presume were abandoned (8. v. Register, 1838 N. C., 751), 
except the sixth which was to the rejection of the evidence of C. D. Moore 
of a statement by Calvin Graybeal that he owned no interest in the 
property. The plaintiffs do not claim under said Calvin, and he is not 
a party to the action. 

No error. 


Cited: Alley v. Howell, 141 N. C., 116; Hughes v. Pritchard, 153 
NC. 25. 
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(528) 
BILES v. RAILROAD. 


(Filed 15 November, 1905.) 


Railroads—N onswit—Defective Appliances—-N egligence—Assumiption 
of Risk—Fellow-servant Act—Contributory Negligence—hules, Vio- 
lation of—How Waived. 


1. On a motion for nonsuit or its counterpart, the direction of a verdict, the 
evidence of the plaintiff must be accepted as true and construed in the 
light most favorable for him. 


2. In an action against the defendant railroad, if the jury should find that 
the plaintiff, while in the performance of his duty, was injured, as the 
proximate consequence of a defective engine or defective appliance, then 
‘the defense of assumption of risk is not open to the defendant, by reason _ 
of the Fellow-servant Act. 


3. While the mere working on in the presence of known and dangerous con- 
ditions, but in the honest effort to discharge his duty faithfully, usually 
treated under the head of assumption of risk, shall not be considered in 
bar of the plaintiff’s recovery, this does not at all mean that in cases 
against railroads from injuries from defective appliances, the plaintift . 
is absolved from all care on his own part. ; 


4, Except in extraordinary and imminent eases, like these of Gtacniee and 
' Yroxler cases, the plaintiff in actions for negligence against railroads is re- 
quired to act with that due care and circumspection with the presence of 
such conditions require, and if apart from the element of assumption of 
risk, he has been careless in a manner which amounts to contributory 
negligence, his action must fail. 


5. The violation of a known rule of the company, made for an employee’s 
protection and safety, when the proximate cause of such employee’s 
injury, will usually bar a recovery. 


6. Where a rule is habitually violated to the knowledge of the employer or 
‘ where a rule has been violated so frequently and openly, and for such 
a length of time, that the employer could by the exercise of ordinary 
care have ascertained its nonobservance, the rule is considered as waived 

or abrogated. 


(529) Acrton by David Biles Pee Seaboard Air Line Railway 
to recover damages for an injury caused by alleged negligence 

of the defendant, heard by Ward, J., and a jury, at June Term, 1905, 
of ANSON. | 

The three ordinary issues in actions of this character were framed 
for submission to the jury: (1) As to the negligence of defendant; 
(2) As to contributory negligence on the part of plaintiff; (3) On the 
question of damages. At the close of the testimony on an adverse in- 
timation of his Honor both on the first and second issues, the plaintiff — 
submitted to a nonsuit and appealed. 
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HH, H. McLendon and J. A. Lockhart & Son for plaantrff. 
John D. Shaw and Adams, Jerome & Armfield for defendant. 


Hoxg, J., after stating the case: In Hopkins v. R. R., 181 N. C., 464, 
Douglas, J., delivering the opinion, said: “It is well settled that on a 
motion for nonsuit or its counterpart, the direction of a verdict, the 
evidence of the plaintiff must be accepted as true and construed in the 
hight most favorable for him.” Applying this rule to the facts set forth 
in the case on appeal, we are of opinion that the plaintiff is entitled 
to have his cause submitted to a jury. 

The plaintiff himself testified that he was a brakeman on a freight 
train of defendant company, and on the night of 29 November, 1902, 
was injured by having his foot run over and crushed by the engine 
of the train with which the plaintiff was then working; that the in- 
jury occurred as the train was entering on the yard at Hamlet, N. C., 
where there were a.great many tracks and switches; that it was a part 
of the plaintiff’s duties at such times to keep a lookout in front of the 
engine, and his proper. placing for the purpose was on the pilot 
of the engine. | (530) 

Selecting a portion of his testimony from the notes of the evi- 
dence sent with the case in the form of questions and answers, we find 
this statement. 

“Q. Go on and state how you were hurt? A. I was on the front part 
of the engine, on the standard step, where I always had to ride, going 
into a yard. 

“@. Why did you ride there going into the yard? <A. To look out for 
the switches and loose cars. | 

“Q. Why did you ride there to look out for switches? <A. That was 
my duty. | 

“Q. To look out for switches and cars? A. Yes, loose cars would roll 
down sometimes and we would change the switches right quick. I 
would always have to ride so I could throw the switch. 

“Q. What do you mean by throwing the switch? A. Changing the 
switch from one track to another. 

“Q. That is, you kept the switches in their proper place and order? 
A. Yes.” 

At another point the plaintiff ished that he could not properly 
perform the duties unless he was stationed in front on the pilot, and 
that the defendant would not keep a man who could not keep the train 
moving, but was so slow that he would require it to stop to enable him 
to do his work; that in order to enable employees, charged with this 
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duty, to hold their positions, there was usually a short step on the face 
of the pilot, eight to ten inches long and wide enough for the placing 
of one foot, and a bar or rod along the beam of the pilot by which the 
brakeman could hold on with reasonable safety when the train was in 
motion; that this particular engine had the step, but did not have the 
rod or other means to enable the plaintiff to hold properly, and as the 
engine was going into the yard it jostled or careened in some way— | 
probably by a depression in the rail; that the plaintifi’s foot was jarred 
from its position on the step, and, not being able to hold, his 
(531) foot slipped under the forewheel of the engine, was crushed as 
stated and finally had to be amputated, ete. 

If these facts are established, there would seem to be a case of negli- 
gent injury, not unlike that of Coley v. &. &., 128 N. C., 534, and unless 
the facts are successfully controverted or the plaintiff himself has failed 
to exercise proper care in the matter, there would be an actionable 
wrong. 

The judge below also expressed an intimation adverse to the nian 
on the issue of contributory negligence. Without going into a detailed 
statement of the testimony, we are of opinion that on this issue also 
the case should be submitted to the jury under proper instructions. 
The plaintiff has stated in one place that it was a dangerous duty and 
he had looked for some one to get hurt in performing it. But so far 
as the mere working on in the performance of a dangerous duty is con- 
cerned, this, while sometimes spoken of as contributory negligence, is 
usually and more properly classed and considered. under the head of 
assumption of risk, and being a contractual defense, where it is allowed, 
is not open to the defendant by reason of the statute. Private Laws 
1897, chap. 56, sec. 1. This statute provides that any employee who is 
injured by any defect in the machinery, ways or appliances of a rail- 
road company shall be entitled to maintain an action; and section 2 
provides that any contract or agreement, expressed or imphed, made 
by any employee to waive the benefit of the aforesaid section shall be 
null and void. If, in answer to the first issue, the jury should find that 
the plaintiff, while in the performance of his duty was injured, as the 
proximate consequence of a defective engine or defective appliance, 
then the defense of assumption of risk is not open to the defendant. 
Coley v. R. R., supra; 8. c., 129 N. C., 407. 

While the mere working on in the pre of known and dangerous 

conditions, but in the honest effort to discharge his duty faith- 
(532) fully, usually treated under the head of assumption of risk, shall 
not be considered in bar of the plaintiff’s recovery, this does not 
at all mean that in cases of the kind we are now considering, the plain- 
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tiff is absolved from all care on his own part. Except in extraordinary 
and imminent cases, like those of Greenlee and Trozler, 122 N. C., 977, 
and 124 N. C., 189, he is still required to act.with that due care and 
circumspection which the presence of such conditions require, and, if 
apart from this element of assumption of risk, the plaintiff has been 
careless in a manner which amounts to contributory negligence, his: 
action must fail. | 

There is evidence here tending to show that the plaintiff, at the time 
of the injury in taking his position on the pilot of the engine, was acting 
in violation of the rules of the company. While the disposition of the 
present appeal does not require that we consider evidence making for 
the defense, we deem it well to note that the violation of a known rule 
of the company, made for an employee’s protection and safety, when the 
proximate cause of such employee’s injury, will usually bar a recovery. 
This is only true, however, of a rule which is alive and enforced, and 
does not obtain where a rule is habitually violated to the knowledge 
of the employer or of those who stand towards the employer in the 
position of vice principals, or when a rule has been violated so frequently 
and openly, and for such a length of time, that the employer could by 
the exercise of ordinary care have ascertained its nonobservance. 
Under such circumstances, the rule is considered as waived or abrogated. 
5 Thompson Law of Negligence, sec. 5404; Beach Cont. Neg., sec. 373. 

There was error in the ruling of the court below and the plaintiff 
is entitled to have his cause submitted to the jury. 

New trial. 


Crarx, C. J., and Watxer, J., concur in result. | 


Cited: Kearns v. R. B., post, 416; Haynes v. R. R., 148 N. C., 165; 
Holland v. R. R., 1b., 439; Smith v. R. B., 147 N. C., 610; Bordeaux 
v. Rh. R., 150 N. C., 581; Rich v. Hlectrie Co., 152 N. C., 695; Edge v. 
R. R., 153 N. C., 220; Boney v. BR. R., 155 N. C., 112; Urquhart »v. 
R. #., 156 N. C., 585; Cromartie v. BR. B., tb., 102; Whitehurst v. R. R., 
160 N. C., 2; Boney v. BR. B., 175 N. C., 855; Horton v. B. R., ib., 487; 
Rush v. McPherson, 176 N. C., 564. | 
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(533) 
SHEPPARD v. NEWTON. 


(Filed 15 November, 1905. ) 
Statute of Frauds—Debt of a Third Person—Evidence. 


1. Where a defendant has made a promise to answer the debt of another and 
seeks protection under the provisions of section 1552 of The Code, it 
must be shown that the debt is that of a third person, and that such 
person continues liable for the same. If the debt claimed is an original 
obligation of the defendant, or if the creditor, in accepting the obliga- 
tion or promise of the defendant and in consideration thereof, has re- 
leased a third person who was the original debtor, the statute has no 
application. 


2. In an action to recover balance of house rent where the plaintiff testified 
that he rented the house to the defendant through an agent and that the 
defendant paid the rent in person and through his employer, and that 
the defendant promised to pay the balance due, and the employer testi- - 
fied that he charged the money to the defendant’s account; and the de- 
fendant testified that he paid the rent for his mother and that he never 
rented the house, and the agent testified that he did not rent the house 
to the defendant: Held, that the plaintiff is entitled to have the case 
submitted to the jury on the question whether the defendant is not 
answerable as the original or present debtor. 


Action by B. J. Sheppard against Jerry Newton to recover $81 al- 
leged to be due for the rent of a house, tried on appeal from a justice of 
the peace, by Bryan, J., and a jury, at September Term, 1905 of For- 
sytH. The defendant denied any and all liability on the issue as to 
indebtedness. Both sides offered testimony as follows: 

The plaintiff testified: “I claim $81 and interest from the defendant 
as house rent. The defendant had rented the house for two or three 
years. The house was rented at first to Rufe Ogburn; he occupied it 
over a year and then exchanged houses with the defendant Newton, and 
Newton and his father’s family went into the house. Ogburn and New- 

ton exchanged houses in 1898. I never rented the house to the 
(584) defendant’s father. The defendant paid me $200 or $300 on ac- 

count of rent, and no one else ever paid any rent. The house 
rented for $9 per month; the defendant paid the rent; his last payment 
was 4 December, 1901, and that was paid after the defendant gave up 
the house—two months after. Sometimes the defendant would pay in 
eash and sometimes through Liipfert, Seales & Co.; the defendant worked 
with them. I rented the house to Rufe Ogburn; never rented it to any- 
one else except through Ogburn; I never rented it to the defendant ex- 
cept through an agent. The father and mother of the defendant lived 
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there in the house, I suppose. I collected rent from the defendant, 
and he said he would be responsible for it. There is still a balance of 
$81 due from the defendant for rent.” 

Frank Liipfert, for plaintiff, testified: “The defendant worked for 
me. I paid the plaintiff money for the defendant several times and 
charged it to the defendant’s account. 

Rufus Ogburn, for the defendant, testified: “I rented the house 
twelve months and exchanged it with Mrs. Newton and she went in. 
there. I received the rent from Mrs. Newton, Jerry Newton lived 
there until he was married there; I never said a word to him about it.” 

The defendant, as witness for himself, testified: “I never rented from 
Sheppard or promised to pay him anything; don’t know who rented 
the house. I paid Sheppard for my mother; I boarded with her; I 
boarded there some time; I don’t know that I paid the rent after I 
left there; I think I paid some after I quit boarding there. After I 
left there I paid, I think, what was paid. I don’t know who rented the 
house from Sheppard nor how much it rented for; I never promised 
to pay the rent. Sheppard kept writing to me about it so sas) I 
just concluded that I would not have any more to do with it.” 

The plaintiff then testified as follows: “I would get after Negian 
and urge him to pay me this balance of $81, and he would tell me 
he would pay it as soon as convenient. On one occasion he 
promised to pay me, but said he was then building a house and (535) 
was hard up for funds.” 

On motions made in apt time by the defendant, there was judgment 
dismissing the action as of nonsuit and the plaintiff excepted and ap- 
pealed. 


Lindsay Patterson for plainttff. 
No counsel for defendant. 


Hoxs, J., after stating the case: His Honor below directed a non- 
suit, holding that on the foregoing testimony, recovery by the plaintiff 
- was prevented by the Statute of Frauds, Code, sec. 1552, which pro- | 
vides, among other things, that no action shall be brought to charge any 
defendant upon a special promise to answer the debt, default or mis- 
carriage of another person, unless the agreement shall be in writing. 

When a defendant has made a contract or promise of this character, 
otherwise binding and seeks protection under the provisions of this 
statute, it must be shown that the debt is that of a third person, and 
that such person continues liable for the same. If the debt claimed is 
an original obligation of the defendant, or if the creditor, in accepting 
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the obligation or promise of the defendant and in consideration therefor, 
has released a third person who was the original debtor, the statute 
has no application. This instance of the doctrine is well expressed by 
Butter, J., in Packer v. Benton, 35 Conn., 350, where the promise to 
which this feature of the statute applies is thus defined: “An under- 
taking by a person not before liable, for the purpose of securing or per- 
forming the same duty for which the party, for whom the undertaking 
is made, continues [iable.” 

A statement on the same subject, somewhat more extended and very 
satisfactory, will be found in Clark on Contracts, p. 67, as follows: 

“There must elther be a present or prospective lability of a 
(536) third person for which the promisor agrees to answer. If the 
promisor becomes himself primarily and not collaterally lable, 

the promise is not within the statute, though the benefit from the trans- 
action accrues to a third person. If, for instance, two persons come into 
a store and one buys and the other, to gain him credit, promises the 
seller ‘if he does not pay you, I will, this is a collateral undertaking 
and must be in writing; but if he says, ‘Let him have the goods and I 
will pay,’ or ‘I will see you paid,’ and credit is given to him alone, he 
is himself the buyer, and the undertaking is original. In other words 
whether the promise in such a. case is within the statute depends on 
how the credit was given. If it was given exclusively to the promisor, 
his undertaking is original; but it is collateral, if any credit was given 
to the other party.” To like effct are the decisions of our own court. 
Whitehurst v. Hyman, 90 N. C., 487; White v. Tripp, 125 N, C., 523. 

Applying these principles to the foregoing statement of the evidence, 
the Court is of opinion that there was error in directing a nonsuit, and 
the plaintiff is entitled to have his cause submitted to the jury on the 
question whether the defendant is not answerable as the original or 

present debtor on the plaintifi’s demand. 
— New trial. 


Cited: Jenkins v. Holley, 140 N. C., 380; Supply Co. v. Finch, 147 
N.C., 107; Peele v. Powell, 156 N. C., 557, 562; Whitehurst v. Padgett, 
157 N. ©, "401 ; Parker v. Daniels, 159 N. Cs 621; Powell v. Lumber 
Co., 168 N. Ox. 638; Ford v. Moore, 175 N. C., 261. 
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(587) 
STATE v. ARCHBELL. 
(Filed 12 September, 1905.) 


Argument of Soliettor—Obyections—Deadly Weapons—Questions for 
J ury—Assaults—E vidence. 


1. The fact that no objection was made at the time and the court below was 
not asked to interfere and correct the effect of the denunciation of the 
solicitor in his argument to the jury, precludes this Court from consider- 


ing it. 
2. Some weapons are per se deadly and others, owing to the violence and man- 
ner of use, become deadly. | | 


8. Where the deadly character of the weapon is to be determined by the 
relative size and condition of the parties and the manner in which it is 
used, it is proper and necessary to submit the matter to the jury with 


proper instructions. 


4, A deadly weapon is not one that must or may kill. It is an instrument 
which is likely to produce death or great bodily harm under the circum- 
stances Of its use. 


5. An assault committed by the defendant, a very strong, large and robust 
man, upon his wife, a very frail and weak woman, who was sick at the 
time, with a buggy trace two and a haif feet long, is calculated to produce 
serious injury and possibly death. 


INDICTMENT against W. J. Archbell, heard by Ward, J., and a jury, 
at May Term, 1905, of Beaurort, for an assault upon Jessie Archbell, 
his wife, with a deadly weapon. From the judgment and sentence of 
the court, the defendant appealed. 


Robert D. Gilmer, Attorney-General, for me State. 
E. §&. Simmons jor defendant. 


Brown, J. The testimony relied upon by the State tended to prove 
that the defendant assaulted his wife by severely beating her 
with a large leather strap, being part of a buggy trace, about (538) 
two and a half feet long. There was also testimony tending to 
prove that at the time the wife was very sick. These charges were all 
denied by the defendant on the stand, and he offered other evidence 
tending to discredit them. 

In the very able brief of Mr. Simmons, counsel for defendant, it 1s 
contended with much feeling and eloquence that the defendant was 
greatly prejudiced by the alleged vehement denunciation of the solicitor 
in the argument to the jury, and the able counsel presents authority 
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to sustain his position. It is admitted in the brief that no objection 
was made at the time and that the court was not asked to interfere and 
correct the effect of the solicitor’s denunciation. No such exception 
appears in the record. This necessarily precludes us from considering 
it. The matter should have been called to the attention of the court at 
the time in order that the judge might have an opportunity to correct 
the solicitor, in case he should think the language was not warranted 
by the testimony. S. v. Suggs, 89 N. C., 530; 8. v. Lewrs, 93 N. C., 
582. | : | 

The court submitted to the jury, with appropriate instruction, the 
- question whether the instrument used was a deadly weapon, to which 
the defendant excepted. The court also properly instructed the jury 
to render a verdict of simple assault, or assault as charged, with a 
deadly weapon, or not guilty, as they should find the facts after fully 
satisfying themselves as to the truth of the matter. 

We find no error in the instructions given by his Honor below. The 
charge is full and clear and supported by authority. Some weapons 
are per se deadly and others, owing to the violence and manner of use, 
become deadly. ‘In the latter class of cases, where the deadly character 
of the weapon is to be determined by the relative size and condition of 
the parties and the manner in which it is used, it is proper and necessary 

to submit the matter to the jury with proper instructions. 8. v. 
(589) Huntley, 91 N. C., 621. The uncontradicted testimony shows 

that the defendant is “a very strong, large and robust man,” 
and that the wife is a “very frail and weak woman.” There is also 
evidence that at the time of the assault she was sick. Under such cir- 
cumstances, for the husband to violently assault his weak, frail and 
sick wife with part of a buggy trace two and a half feet long, is not only 
brutal, but calculated to produce serious injury, and possibly death. 

If his Honor erred in submitting the question of the deadly character 
of the weapon under the circumstances to the jury, we have no hesita- 
tion in holding that they solved ‘it correctly upon the theory that the 
State had proved its contentions to their full satisfaction. S. v. Craton, 
28 N. C., 181. A deadly weapon is not one that must or may kill. It 
is an instrument which is likely to produce death or great bodily harm 
under the circumstances of its use. The deadly character of the weapon 
depends sometimes more upon the manner of its use and the condition 
of the person assaulted than upon the intrinsic character of the weapon 
itself. S. v. Sinclair, 120 N. C., 608; S. v. Norwood, 115 N. C., 789. 
An instrument which might be harmless when used upon a strong man, 
may become deadly when used upon a very frail and delicate woman. 
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We have considered every exception taken by the defendant and ex- 
amined every authority referred to in the carefully prepared brief 
furnished us by his counsel. We are unable to find any error. 

No error. 


Cited: S. v. Beal, 170 N. C., 767. 





(540) 
STATE v. MURRAY. 


(Filed 19 September, 1905.) 


Homicide—Positwe and Negative Testimony — Instructions — Recital 

of Hvidence—Hrror Cured. 

1, Where it was material for the State to show that the prisoner fired the 
fatal shot, and several witnesses were introduced who swore positively 
that when the fourth shot was fired the weapon was in the hands of the 
prisoner, while other witnesses testified that they did not see the pistol, 
and did not know in whose hands it was when the fourth shot was fired, 
an instruction that it was the jury’s duty to give to positive testimony 
greater weight than they give to negative testimony, and that the testi- 
mony of the former witnesses was what the law terms positive, and that 

the testimony of the latter was negative, was proper, where the judge 
followed it up by adding an instruction that left the eredibility of the 
witnesses to the jury. | 


2. An error in reciting the evidence is cured by the failure of counsel to call 
it then and there to the attention of the court and have it corrected. 


InpvictMENT for murder against W. R. Murray, heard by Peebles, J., 
and a jury, at January Criminal Term, 1905, of Durnam. From a 
verdict. and sentence for manslaughter, the prisoner appealed. 


Robert D. Gilmer, Attorney-General, and Argo & Shaffer for the 
State. | 

Fuller & Fuller, Manning & Foushee, Boone & Reade, Winston & 
Bryant, and J. Crawford Biggs for defendant. 


Crank, C. J. This is an indictment for murder and an appeal from 
a conviction and sentence for manslaughter. It was material for the 
State to show that the prisoner firéd the fatal shot, and several wit- 
nesses were introduced who swore positively that when the fourth 
shot was fired the weapon was in the hands of the prisoner, while 
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(541) other witnesses testified that they did not see the pistol and did 
not know in whose hands it was when the last or fourth shot 
was fired. Upon this point his Honor instructed the jury as follows: 
“The law says that it is your duty to give to positive testimony greater 
weight than you give to negative testimony. The testimony of those 
witnesses who swore positively that they saw the pistol in the hand of 
the prisoner and that he fired the fatal shot while the pistol was in his 
hand, is what the law terms positive testimony. They swear positively 
that they saw the existence of a fact. The testimony of the witnesses 
who said that they saw the prisoner and the deceased in a struggle at 
the time when the last shot was fired, but they did not see the pistol 
and did not kaow in whose hand the pistol, was, is what the law terms 
negative testimony. The reason the law gives greater weight to positive 
testimony than to negative testimony is because the witnesses who swore 
to positive testimony swore to what is a fact, an existing fact, or else 
they deliberately swore toa falsehood, while those who swore to nega- 
tive testimony may be telling the truth and yet the fact may exist which 
they did not see. If one witness swears that he saw Sheriff Markham in 
the courthouse in Durham on a certain date, the sheriff was there, or 
else the witness told a lie. Another witness might say, ‘I was in the 
courthouse on that occasion, but I did not see Sheriff Markham in there’ ; 
that witness may be telling the truth and may be conscientious and yet 
it may be a fact, notwithstanding, that Sheriff Markham was in the 
courthouse, and for that reason the law says you must attach greater 
weight to positive testimony than to negative testimony.” 
This was excepted to but is consonant with reason and the precedents. 
In Henderson v. Crouse, 52 N. C., 623, the judge below told the jury 
that “positive testimony was entitled to more weight than nega- 
(542) tive.”. On appeal this Court said: “The instructions as to the 
relative weight of positive and negative testimony is far from 
error. The rule as laid down bas been long established and followed 
that there is a difference and that the positive is entitled to more weight 
than the negative is not only an accepted legal maxim, but:is founded, 
as we think, in truth and justice. The amount of difference the court 
did not undertake to decide and could not as it was a question for the 
jury. In all cases force of testimony, whether positive or negative, must 
depend upon a variety of collateral facts and circumstances. For 
instance, the force of negative testimony must manifestly depend upon 
the opportunities of observation afforded to the-witness. These op- 
portunities might be so favorable and frequent as to approach in 
weight to a positive staterhent; yet we take it when the positive is in 
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conflict with negative under any ordinary circumstances, the witnesses 
being equally credible, the former should preponderate. Negative 
testimony assuredly might be accumulated from different quarters and 
under certain circumstances countervail entirely positive testimony, 
but this is not the question. The question made it whether it be correct 
to declare as a naked proposition of law, stripped of matter that may 
affect the weight of either, that positive testimony is entitled to more 
weight that negative.” 

This ruling has been cited and approved 1 in Reeves v. Powiiton 58 
N. C., 808; 8. v0. Horan, 61 N. C., 575, in which Battle, J., a most care- 
ful ae says: ‘Where there is @ismauee and negative testimony 
it must be left to the jury, with instructions that the former is en- 
titled to more weight than the latter’; Smith v. McIlwaine, 70 N. C., 
289; State v. Campbell, 76 N. C., 263, in which the identical words 
stated by Battle, J., supra, are again used; 8. v. Gardner, 94 N. C., 
957, and the late case of Cawfield v. R. R., 111 N. C., 601, where 
Avery, J., says: “We concur with his Honor in the opinion that the 
evidence . . . on the one side was positive and was entitled to 
greater weight than that adduced by the other. There was no 
error in his reading, as he did, from Henderson v. Crouse, 52 es?) 
N. C., 624.” 

In ‘the present case the judge followed up the above instruction ex- 
cepted to by adding: “The law says also it is your duty to reconcile an 
apparent conflict of testimony 1f you can do it. If you cannot do it, 
it is then your duty to march up like men and pass upon the testimony 
and to say which of the witnesses have told the truth and which have 
told a falsehood and base your verdict accordingly.” | 

The matter was thus left to the jury, in the last analysis, and the in- 
struction as to the consideration to be given to positive and negative 
testimony was in accordance with the uniform rulings in this State. 
The same rule is laid down in Stitt v. Huidekoper, 84 U. 8., 395; 3 Rice 
Cr. Ev., see. 266, and in-a vast mass of cases to the same purport, from 
nearly all the States as well as Federal Courts collected 20 Cent. 
Digest, pp. 3575-3583. The precedents are overwhelming and the prin- 
ciple is too well based upon reason to be shaken. It is a reason and 
principle that any man would act upon in the ordinary affairs of life 
that when there is positive and negative testimony he will believe and 
act upon the former when the witnesses are of equal credibility and his 
- Honor left the credibility of the witnesses absolutely to the jury, telling 
them “to reconcile the evidence if they could; if not, then to find who 
had told the truth.” 
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The jury came back after some hours deliberation and informed 
the court that “some of the jurors seemed to have gotten mixed up as 
to positive evidence and negative evidence.” To this the court replied: 
“T don’t know whether I can give you any instructions on this subject 
that will make it any plainer. Positive evidence is where a man swears 
positively that he saw anything, or anything existed; negative evidence 
is where a man says: ‘I did not see anything. The defendant intro- 
duces a large number of witnesses. I do not remember how many, 16 

I think—and they said they saw a scufile, and the pistol was in 
(544) the hands of Joe and Bob Murray; that they do not know who 

had the pistol when this last shot was fired. Now the court is 
of opinion that the main question is as to where the pistol was when it 
was fired the last time, and the court charged you before, and reiterates 
now, that if the pistol was taken away from Mr. Joe Murray by Mr. 
Bob Murray, and you find that to be a fact, beyond a reasonable doubt, — 
and he pulled the trigger and fired the shot that killed Joe Murray, 
then, as the court charged you before, he would be guilty, either of mur- 
der in the second degree or manslaughter, according as you find one or 
the other to have commenced the difficulty; that is, who commenced the 
fight, not the quarrel, but the fight. If the whole evidence leaves you 
in a reasonable doubt about who shot the pistol that killed Joe Murray, 
then it is your duty to give the defendant the benefit of that doubt and 
say he is not guilty.” 

The prisoner insisted that the court charged that “The fearon of 
the State’s witnesses was positive aud the testimony of the defendant’s 
witnesses was negative.” This is not done in any part of the charge 
nor is it a just inference from what was said by the judge. In stating 


the contentions of the parties he mentions (as was proper) that the 


~ 


“State contends that it had produced nine witnesses who testified posi- 
tively, as it claims, that the prisoner fired the fatal shot and that they | 
were not contradicted.” Also in the instruction above quoted, given on 
the return of the jury and on their request for further instructions, 
his Honor said that the “defendant introduced a large number of wit- 
nesses—I don’t remember how many, 16, I think—and they said they 
saw a scuffle . . . that they did not see the pistol when this last 
shot was fired.” But he did not say that all of defendant’s witnesses 
so testified (though in fact each of them did testify that they did not 
know who fired the last shot), nor does he contrast their testimony by 
saying that the testimony of all the State’s witnesses was positive. 

_ Hertz, one of prisoner’s witnesses, after testifying that he “did 
(545) not know” who fired the pistol, further said that “he only 
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saw two hands grabbing the pistol, that both had the pistol.” Another 
of defendant’s witnesses said in effect the same. This would hardly 
contradict the judge in a material particular, even if he had said (which 
he did not) that all of defendant’s witnesses testified that they did not 
_ know who had the pistol when the last shot was fired, for both these 
witnesses stated that they did not know who fired the last shot, which 
was the material point, and not whether one or both men had hold of it. 
But if it were conceded that there was a material inadvertence, it was 
certainly not an error of law, but an inadvertent error in reciting the 
evidence, which was cured by the failure of the counsel to call it then 
and there to the attention of the court and have it corrected. State v. 
Grady, 83 N. C., 646 CGndictment for murder), in which Smith, C. J., 
says: “It was the duty of counsel, if evidence important to the defense 
had been overlooked, then to call it to the attention of the judge and 
have the omission supplied. It would be neither just to him nor con- 
ducive to a fair trial to allow this neglect or oversight, attributable to 
counsel quite as much as to the judge, to be assigned for error entitling 
the accused to another trial, whatever force it might have in influencing 
the court in the exercise of an unreviewable discretion to grant it.” 
This has been approved in S. v. Reynolds, 87 N. ©., 546; 8. v. Gould, 
90 N. C., 662; S. v. Debnam, 98 N. C., 717; Cathey v. Shoemaker, 119 
N. C., 497. 

It would be detrimental to the administration of justice if a serious 
trial, occupying probably many days, and conducted at great expense, 
should be gone over again for a slight inadvertence of the judge in stat- 
ing the evidence, when counsel could at once have had the error (if 
prejudicial) corrected upon the spot by calling the matter to the at- 
tention of the court. The prisoner was not inops consilii, but 
was represented by nine of the ablest lawyers at one of the ablest (546) 
bars in the State. If the recital of the evidence in this particu- 
lar was erroneous and prejudicial, they would surely have noticed it 
and asked its correction. Such request for correction of the state- 
ment should have been asked for then when it could have been easily 
made and not in this court on appeal. 

Besides his Honor told the jury that if their recollection differed 
from the evidence read over to them or as detailed by counsel, that “the 
jury are the sole judges of what the witnesses said and the sole judges 
of how much faith and credit should be put in the testimony of each 
and every witness who was examined before you.” 

The court also charged the jury at the request of the prisoner: “The 
State must satisfy the jury beyond a reasonable doubt that the prisoner 
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fired the shot which inflicted the wound upon J. 8. Murray from which 
he died. If the jury, considering all the testimony, are left in doubt 


_ whether the prisoner fired the fatal shot which killed J. S. Murray, the 


prisoner is entitled to the benefit of that doubt and the jury will render 
a verdict of not guilty.” 
No error. 


— Cred: Taylor v. Security Co., 145 N. C., 395; Rosser v. Bynum, 168 | 
N. C., 848; S. v. Randall, 170 N. C., 762; McMillan v. R. R., 172 N. C.,, 
855. 


(547) | 
| | STATE vy. DAVIS. 


(Filed 19 September, 1905.) 
Eavesdropping—Indictment—Motion to Quash. 


An indictment for eavesdropping was defective which failed to charge that 

| the conduct described was habitual, or facts from which such habit could 
be inferred, and also failed to allege that anything so heard was repeated 
in the hearing of divers persons, and a motion to quash was properly 
allowed. 


INDICTMENT against Jordan Davis for eavesdropping, heard by 
Webb, J., and a jury, at April Term, 1905, of Prrr. The defendant was 
indicted under the following bill: “The jurors for the State upon 
their oaths present that Jordan Davis, late of the county of Pitt and 
State of North Carolina, on 15 April, 1905, at and in said county and 
State, being a person of evil mind and disposition, willfully and unlaw- 
fully did approach the dwelling house of one L. H. Smith, then and 
there in the actual possession of one Eva Smith, his wife, in the night 
time, peeping in the window, turning the blinds and eavesdropping the 
conversation and looking into the rooms, to the great terror and disturb- 
ance of the family, to the annoyance anal inconvenience of the inhabi- 
tants of said house, to the evil example of all others in like cases offend- 
ing, contrary to the form of the statute in such cases made and pro- 
vided and against the peace and dignity of the State.” On motion of 
the defendant, there was judgment nace the indictment. The State 
excepted and lappenieds . 


Robert D. Gilmer, Mi Cae for the State. 
Skinner & Whedbee for defendant. 
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_Hoxz, J. There is no error. Eavesdropping is a criminal offense 
at common law defined as follows: “Eavesdroppers are such as listen 
under the walls or windows or eaves of houses to hearken after | 
discourse and thereupon proclaim slanderous and mischievous (548) 
tales.” 4 Blk. Com., 168. Mr. Wharton, in his work on criminal 
law, says of the offense that in order to be indictable at common law © 
it should be habitual, and combine the lurking about dwelling houses 
and other places where persons meet for private discourse, secretly 
listening to what is said and then tattling it abroad. 

The indictment before us is defective in that it fails to charge that 
the conduct described was habitual or facts from which such habit could 
be inferred, and also fails to allege that anything so heard was repeated 
in the hearing of divers persons. Mr. Bishop, in his New Criminal 
Law, describes the offense as a common nuisance in hanging about 
the dwelling house of another, hearing tattle and repeating it to the 
disquiet of the neighborhood. This author, in his new criminal proce- 
dure, suggests the form of a bill in terms as follows: “That A, late 
of, etc., and on each and every day thence continually until the day of 
the finding of this indictment was, and is, a common eavesdropper, and 
there continually and on each and all of the days and times did listen 
about the houses and under the windows and eaves of the houses of the 
people there dwelling, hearing tattle and repeating it in the hearing of 
all persons, to the common nuisance, etc., and against the peace,’ ete. 
In commenting on the proof required for conviction, he says it may 
be desirable, and is perhaps legally necessary, to prove at least three 
instances of offending, from which, and from the more general evidence, 
the jury will infer the habit of seeeonine. wherein eee is the 
gist of the offense. © 

There is no error. 





Ses (549) | 
STATE v. DANIEL. 

(Filed 26 September, 1905.) | 
-Homicide—Premeditation and Deliberation—Cooling Time—Questions 
for Jury—Evidence. 


i. Where the design to kill is formed with premeditation and deliberation, 
it is not necessary for it to exist any definite length of time before the 
killing actually takes place. 


2. Where a prisoner who has killed a person displays thought, contrivance 
and design in the manner of securing and handling his weapon, such 
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exercise of contrivance and design denotes deliberation—the exercise of 
judgment and reason rather than violent and ungovernable passion. 


3. The existence of premeditation and deliberation is a fact to be found by the 
jury when there is any evidence to warrant the finding. 


4, Where, without any provocation in law or in fact, the prisoner who is 
carrying a concealed and loaded weapon on an excursion train, takes it 
from his left pocket, transfers it behind his back to his right hand, 
raises it and points it at the deceased, warning him to “look out” and 
then fires the fatal shot, and leaves the car singing a flippant song: 
Held, that this is sufficient evidence of premeditation and deliberation. 


5. If the prisoner slew on a principle of revenge for a fancied wrong, which | 
was very trivial in its nature, having fully made up his mind to kill 
to avenge it, he is guilty of the capital felony. 


Inpictment for murder against Preston Daniel, heard by Ward, J., 
and a jury, at June Term, 1905, of Martin. From a conviction of 
murder in the first degree, and the sentence pronounced thereon, the 
prisoner appealed. | 


Robert D. Gilmer, Attorney-General, for the State. 
No counsel for prisoner. 


(550) Watxer, J. The defendant was indicted for the murder of 
William Eborn. He was convicted of murder in the first degree 
and from judgment rendered upon the verdict he appealed. There 
is but one exception. At the close of the testimony the defendant’s. 
counsel requested the court to charge the jury that “There is not suffi- 
cient evidence of premeditation and’ deliberation on the part of the 
defendant, and that upon the evidence the jury is not warranted in 
convicting the defendant of a graver offense than murder in the second 
degree.” The court refused to give this instruction, and the defendant 
excepted. The court then charged the jury fully upon the law and the 
evidence, and explained to them the different degrees of homicide as 
defined by the statute, but did not in its general charge give the in- 
struction requested by the defendant. 
It is well settled that if there was any evidence to support the verdict, 
the defendant must fail in his contention. | 
We think there was not only some, but abundant evidence of premedi- 
tation and deliberation. To demonstrate this, requires us to state the 
substance of the testimony. The defendant and the deceased were on 
an excursion train going to Parmele. When they arrived at that place 
the defendant got: off the train and went to a bar for some whiskey. 
When he came back to the car the deceased was sitting by Gertrude 
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Little, who was escorted by the defendant. The latter then told the 
deceased that he must not sit by his girl when he was out. The deceased 
got up and walked over to the other side of the car and sat down, say- 
ing at the time, “This is a diabose crowd.” When the defendant heard 
that remark he drew his pistol from his left pocket and put it in his 
right hand, and then “hollered ‘look out’ as the deceased turned his 
head,” the ball striking the latter over the eye. When the defendant 
shot, he threw his head back twice and then left the car, and sang a 
song, “I am going where I have never been before.” A witness, Almira 
‘Little, testified that she saw the defendant with the pistol in his 
hand, and when he shot Eborn, and that “it was not any time (551) 
hardly” after she saw him with the pistol before he fired, and 
that Eborn was not doing anything when the defendant shot. He had 
the pistol in his hand when she first saw him, and his hand was resting 
on his knee. There had been no previous quarrel or altercation between 
the parties. Another witness saw the defendant take his pistol from 
his left pocket and carry it around his body to his right hand and hold 
it behind him, “or so that the witness could not see it long enough to 
shake hands.” He then pointed it and said “look out,” and fired at 
- Eborn, who had a cigar in his mouth. This witness also stated that 
they had not been mad with each other. Gertrude Little testified: “I 
was on the excursion that day; prisoner was my company. Just a little 
before the train got to Parmele, prisoner came in and sat in front of 
me. The seat I was in faced his. Eborn had not been sitting with me 
at all. I looked out of the window.” The case was not argued in bee = = ——~C~S# 
half of the defendant in this Court, and therefore we are at a loss to 
know upon what ground it was contended below that there was no evi- 
dence of premeditation and deliberation. We can only conjecture that 
it was thought a sufficient time had not elapsed to weigh the matter 
and form a definite and deliberate purpose to kill, or that the absence 
of any previous animosity towards the deceased disproved premedita- 
tion, or that the defendant was suddenly aroused to anger when he saw 
the deceased sitting with his girl, and shot immediately in hot blood, 
being under the influence of furor brevis, and without time to think 
and form a cool and deliberate purpose to kill. All of these conten- 
tions, while somewhat differently stated, are practically one and the 
same in substance and in law. It will of course not be denied that, 
where the design to kill is formed with premeditation and deliberation, 
it is not necessary for it to exist any definite length of time before the 
killing actually takes place. 8S. v. Spivey, 182 N. C., 989. 

Now as to the other question. In 8. v. Lipscomb, 1384 N. C., (552) 
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694, we said: “There was ample time for deliberation and _pre- 
meditation by the defendant according to any rule that has been laid 
down upon the subject. No particular time is required for this mental 
process of premeditation and deliberation. The question always is, 
whether, under all the facts and circumstances of the case, the defend- 
ant had previously and deliberately formed the particular and definite 
intent to kill and then and there (or at any time afterwards) carried | 
it into effect. This is a question for the jury to determine,” citing 
S. v. Johnson, 47 N. C., 247, and 8. v. McCormac, 116 N. C., 1084. 
“The question whether or not there has been deliberation” (says Kerr 
on Homicide, sec. 72), “is not ordinarily capable of actual proof, but 
must be determined by the jury from the circumstances. It has been 
said that an act is done with deliberation, however long or short a time 
intervenes after the intent is formed and before it is executed, if the 
offender has an opportunity to recollect the offense,’ or, we may add, 
to be aware of what he is about to do and its consequences. And again: 
“Where a prisoner who has killed a person displayed thought, con- 
trivance and design in the mode of possessing himself of the weapon 
used, or of disposing of it immediately after the blow was struck (or, 
we will say in this case, in the manner of securing and handling his 
weapon, as the defendant did), such exercise of contrivance and design 
denotes deliberation—the presence of judgment and reason rather than 
violent and ungovernable passion.” P. 72. We have uniformly held 
that the existence of premeditation and deliberation is a fact to be 
found by the jury, when there is any evidence to warrant the finding. 
Can it be said there is no such evidence here? Without any provocation 
in law or in fact the defendant, who is carrying a concealed and loaded 
Weapon on an excursion train, takes it from his left pocket, transfers it 

behind his back (a fact which indicates a purpose to conceal his 
(558) action) to his right hand, in which he could use it more readily 

and effectively, raises it and points it at the deceased, warning him 
to “look out” and then fires the fatal shot. When we consider these 
facts in connection with the utter and cold indifference of the defendant 
after the shooting, what more deliberate act upon previous reflection and 
meditation, we may well ask, could be imagined than this one. The evi- 
dence was quite as strong as it was in S. v. Hunt, 134 N. C., 684; S. v. 
Teachey, 188 N. C., 587; S. v. Heum, ibid., 599; 8S. v. Conly, 180 N. C., 
683; 8. v. Lipscomb and 8. v. McCormac, supra, in which convictions for 
the capital felony were sustained. Indeed, the defendant’s intent to kill 
was more calmly and deliberately conceived and executed than was the 
intent of any one of the defendants in the cases above cited. There was 
- some ground to argue in those cases that the slayer might have committed 
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the act in a transport of passion, but there is no evidence in this case to 
indicate anything but coolness of design and a deliberate purpose reck- 
lessly and wantonly to take human life, all of which was prompted by a 
bad heart, desperately wicked and fatally bent upon mischief. The mere 
fact that the defendant accomplished his purpose within a comparative 
short space of time can make no difference. What he did just before he 
killed, and his conduct just afterwards, coupled with what he then said 
and the manner of saying it—his flippant song—all tended to show that 
he was cool and deliberate when he shot and in the full possession of his 
faculties, being not at all under the influence of any violent or ungovern- 
able passion. The slight provocation, 1f provocation it may be called, 
upon which he may have acted, was not calculated, as it seems to us, to 
arouse his anger to such a degree as to dethrone his reason for the time 
or to render him incapable of deliberate thought, even in view of the 
shortness of time which elapsed. “The celerity of mental action is 
such that the formation of a definite purpose may not occupy more (554) 
than a moment of time; hence the important question in such a 
case is to determine whether the external facts and circumstances, at the. 
tame of the killing, as well as before and after that time, having connec- 
. tion with, or relation to it, furnished satisfactory evidence of the exist- 
ence of a calm and deliberate mind on the part of the accused at the time 
the act was committed. If they show a formed design to take the life of 
the person slain, or to do him serious bodily harm, which in its necessary 
or probable consequences may end in his death, he is guilty of murder in 
the highest degree.” Kerr on Homicide, sec. 72. If the defendant slew 
on a principle of revenge for a fancied wrong, which was very trivial in 
its nature, having fully made up his mind to kill to avenge it, he is still 
guilty of the capital felony. “For let it be observed that, in all possible 
cases, deliberate homicide upon a principle of revenge, is murder. No 
man, under the protection of the law, 1s to be the avenger of his own 
wrongs. If they are of such a nature for which the laws of society will 
give him an adequate remedy, thither he ought to resort, but be they of 
what nature soever, he ought to bear his lot with patience.” Foster’s 
Crown Law, 296. The defendant was not entitled to the instruction he 
requested the court to submit to the jury, and it follows that there was 
no error committed on the trial below. It will be so certified. 

No error. | 


Cited: S. v. Barrett, 142 N. C., 568; S. v. Jones, 145 N. C., 470; S. v. 
McDowell, vb., 566; S. v. Roberson, 150 N. C., 8389; 8. v. Daniels, 164 
N. C., 470; 8. »v. ee: 166 N. C., 381; 8. v. Walker: 173 N. C., 782; 
e220: es 175 N. C., 780, 788; 8. v. Dae, 180 N. C., 725. 
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STATE v. TELFAIR. 
(Filed 26 September, 1905.) 
A ppeal—Dismissal—Docketing—Duty of Appellant. 


1. A motion to dismiss an appeal will be allowed, where the case was tried in 
October, 1904, and not docketed until the Fall Term, 1905; the appellant’s 
excuse that the “‘case on appeal” was not settled by the judge till after 
it was too late to docket at the Spring Term in time for the call of the dis- 
trict to which it belongs, being of no force. 


2, It is the duty of the appellant to docket the “record proper’ in apt time, 
and upon the call of the district have asked for a writ of certiorari to per- 
fect the transcript. 


INDICTMENT against Eliza Telfair for resisting an officer, heard by 
Shaw, J., and a jury, at October Term, 1904, of Franxtiy. 


Robert D. Gilmer, Attorney-General, ot the State. 
W. M. Person for defendant. 


Per Curram. This case having been tried in October, 1904, should 
have been docketed here at last term. The defendant’s excuse that the 
“case on appeal” was not settled by the judge till after it was too late 
to docket at last term in time for the eall of the district to which it be- 
longs, is of no force. It was the duty of the appellant to docket the 
“record proper” in apt time, and upon the call of the district have asked 
for a writ of certiorari: to perfect the transcript. Pittman v. Kimberly, 
92 N. C., 562; Porter v. &. &., 106 N. C., 478, and numerous other cases 
cited in Parker v. R. R., 121 N. C., p. 504, where it is said, repeating 
Burrell v. Hughes, 120 N. C., 278, “there are some matters settled, and 
this is one of them.” Norwood v. Pratt, 124 N. C., 747, and cases cited; 
Worth v. Wilmangton, 131 N. C., 583. 

The motion of the Attorney-Gener al to dismiss the appeuls must 
(556) be allowed. Rule 16 of this court; 8S. v. Deyton, 119 N. C., 880; 
- Hinton v. Pritchard, 108 N. Cy 419, 
Appeal dismissed. 


Cited: Laney v. Mackey, 144 N. C., 681; Walsh v. Burleson, 154 
N Ga: 3 
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STATE vy. DEWEY. 
(Filed 3 October, 1905. ) 


Embezzlement—Bill of Particulars—Premature Appeal — Appealable 
Order—O ontinuances—Discretion — Charge m Writing — “Instruc- 
tions’ Construed—Haceptions—Harmless HError—Fraudulent Intent 
—Case on Appeal. 


1. The refusal to grant a motion for a bill of particulars, in an indictment for 
embezzlement, is not appealable, except possibly in a care of gross abuse of 
discretion. 


2. If an appeal from a refusal to grant such application was permissible, it 
was premature. The defendant should have noted his exception, and if the 
final judgment was against him, he could have had the refusal reviewed 
on appeal therefrom. 


3. Where the defendant had the benefit of the bill of particulars upon a re- 
newal of the motion at a subsequent term, the appeal from a refusal at a 
previous term is useless. 


4, It is only where the judgment is final and disposes of the entire controversy 
that an appeal transfers the cause to the appellate court and disables the 
court below from proceeding therein, and an exception to a refusal of a 
continuance because of a pending appeal from a motion for a bill of par- 
ticulars is without merit. 


5. The granting or refusal of a continuance is a matter necessarily in the dis- 
eretion of the trial judge and not reviewable, certainly in the absence of 
gross abuse of such discretion. 


6. Where, before reading the written charge to the jury, the court stated orally 
that this was an important matter to the defendant and the State, and in 
arriving at a verdict they must not be governed or swayed by sympathy, 
prejudice or passion, but render such a verdict as is warranted by the evi- 
dence, there is nothing prejudicial to the defendant in this, nor is it a 
violation of section 414 of The Code, which requires a judge, when re- 
quested in apt time, to put his instructions in’ writing. 


7. The word “instructions” as used in section 414 of The Code, relates to the 
principles of law applicable to the case, and which would influence the 
action of the jury, after finding the facts, in shaping their responses to 
the issues. 


8. After the jury had been out some time, they returned into court and said 
that they could not agree. The court “stated it was the duty of a jury 
to reconcile the testimony, where there was a conflict, and if they could not 
reconcile the testimony, then it became their duty to adopt the most plausi- 
ble theory of the evidence in arriving at a verdict.’ The jury then re- 
tired, and counsel for defendant called the attention of the court to what 
the defendant claimed was an error in leaving out the question of reason- 
able doubt and fraudulent intent. The court immediately called the jury 
back and restated to them what he had just told them and further stated 
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that the State must satisfy them beyond a reasonable doubt of the fraudu- 
lent intent, etc., and read, the second time, his charge and defendant’s in- 
structions. Defendant excepted. Held, the above remarks, if oral, were 
not “instructions” upon the law applicable to the facts of this case. 


9. The above entry “defendant excepted”’ applies only to giving the charge and 
special instructions, and besides, is void as “broadside.” 


10. The use of the word “plausible” was not excepted to, and if it fad been, the 
inadvertence, if any, was cured by the full, correct and explicit charge 
which was thereafter repeated. 


11. The charge of the court on the question of fraudulent intent is correct 
within the ruling in S. v. McDonald, 133 N. C., 690, which was more len- 
ient to the defendant than it would have been had the bill been drawn as 
authorized by the amendment (Laws 1889, chap. 226) to section 1014. 


12. The appellant’s “statement of case on appeal” should not have been sent 
up by the clerk below, nor have been docketed as part of the transcript 
here. 


Hoxe, J., dissenting. 


(558) . Inpvicrment for embezzlement against T. W. Dewey, heard by 
Jones, J., and a jury, at July Term, 1905, of Craven. From a 
conviction and the sentence of the court, ie defendant appealed. 


W. W. Clark, D. L. Ward and O. H. Guion, with Robert D. Gilmer, 
Attorney-General, for the State. 

Aycock & Daniels, F. I. Osborne, A. D. Ward, and P. M. Pearsall for 
defendant. 


Crark, C. J. The defendant, indicted for embezzlement, applied to 
the solicitor for a “Bill of Particulars,” who replied that all the informa- 
tion he could give was contained in the books of the Merchants’ Bank of 
New Bern, of which he yas advised the defendant and his counsel had 
made a full and complete examination. The defendant then applied to 
the judge at the succeeding term (April, 1905), who, upon the hearing 
of the motion, declined the same and the defendant appealed. 

Such refusal is not appealable except possibly in a case of gross abuse 
of discretion. S.v. Brady, 107 N. C., 826, 827; 8S. v. Bryant, 111 N. C., 
695; Townsend v. Williams, 117 N. C., 337; Gold Brick Case, 129 N. C., 
687. In 1 Bishop New Criminal Procedure, sec. 643, it is said: “The 
application for a bill of particulars is addressed solely to the judicial 
discretion ; hence his decision thereon is not open to revision by a higher 
tribunal.” Com. v. Wood, 70 Mass., 11. To the same purport, S. v. 
Nagle, 14 R. I., 333, citing Com. v. Giles, 1 Gray, 466; Chaffee v. Sol- 
dan, 5 Mich., 242; Com. v. Wood, supra; 8. v. Hood, 51 Me., 368. In 
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People v. McKinney, 10 Mich., 58, which was an indictment (559) 
of the State Treasurer for eenbenziement. the court discusses 

the practice and says that while bills of puck cular should be freely 
allowed, especially in indictments for embezzlement, the granting of such 
orders is in the discretion of the trial judge and not reviewable, except 
possibly when there is a palpable and gross abuse of such discretion. 
S.v. Van Pelt, 136 N. C., 633, in no wise controverts this practice, which 
is uniform in all sarediohens: but merely holds that a defective indict- 
ment cannot be cured by the bill of particulars, and, that when the lat- 
ter is furnished, the State is restricted in its proof do the items therein 
set down.” 

Tf an appeal was permissible, it was premature. The defendant should 
have noted his exception and if the final judgment was against him, he 
could have had the refusal reviewed on appeal therefrom with the other | 
errors assigned, whereas if the final judgment were in his favor, the ap- 
peal from the refusal of the order would be useless. The courts will not 
permit the needless delays and expense which would result from entertain- 
ing fragmentary and premature appeals, but will disallow all such ap- 
peals. Hines v. Hines, 84 N. C., 125; Guelford v. Georgia Co., 109 
N. C., 312, and other cases collected in Clark’s Code (3 Ed.), pp. 740, 
743. Besides, the appeal is now useless, for the motion for a “Bill of 
Particulars” being a discretionary matter and its refusal not res judicata, 
the motion was renewed at the July Term and was granted, and the de- 
fendant had the benefit of the bill of particulars before his trial at said 
term. 

- This case came on for trial at July Term, 1905, of Craven. The de- — 
fendant’s motion for a continuance at April Term was granted. At July 
Term he again moved for a contimuance because of the above mentioned 
appeal from the refusal of the motion for a bill of particulars. Such 
appeal, as we have seen, did not lie, and the court besides, at that time, 
allowed the bill of particulars, which was all that the defendant could 
_ have obtained if this Court had entertained the appeal and held 

with the defendant. : It is only when the judgment is final and (560) 
disposes of the entire controversy that an appeal transfers. the 

cause to the appellate court and disables the court below from proceeding 
therein. Guilford v. Ga. Co., supra; Green v. Griffin, 95 N. C., 50; 

Carleton v. Byers, 11 N. C., 331; Isler v. Brown, 69 N. C., 125. "The 
case being in the lower Guin the granting or refusal of a continuance 
is a matter necessarily in the discretion of the trial judge and not re- 
viewable, certainly in the absence of gross abuse of such discretion. 
Slingluff v. Halil, 124 N. C., 397; Bank v. Mfg. Co., 108 N. C., 282; 
Dupree v. Ins. Co., 92 N. C., 417; Gay v. Brookshire, 82 N. C., 411; 
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S.v. Scott, 80 N. C., 365; S. v. Lindsey, 78 N. C., 499; Moore v. Dickson, 
74. N. C., 423; Aisin v. Clarke, 70 N. C., 458, aad citations thereto in 
the Asenotated Edition. 

The court was requested to put its instructions to the jury in writing. 
“Before reading the written charge to the jury the court stated orally 
that this was an important matter to the defendant and the State, and 
in arriving at a verdict they must not be governed or swayed by sym- 
pathy, prejudice or passion, but render such a verdict as is warranted 
by the evidence.” There is nothing prejudicial to the defendant in this. 
Nor was it in violation of section 414 of The Code, which requires a 
judge, when requested in apt time, to put his instructions to the jury in 
writing. The word “instructions” as there used relates to the principles 
of law applicable to the case, and which would influence the action of 
the jury, after finding the facts (which is their sole province), in shap- 
ing their responses to the issues submitted to them. Lowe v. Elliott, 107 
N. C., 718; Drake v. Connelly, ibid., 463; Dupree v. Ins. Co., 92 N. C., 
417. 

In Currie v. Clark, 90 N. C., 361, Smath, C. J., says: “It is not 
(561) the policy or purpose of the statute, nor does the language used 
bear such rigorous construction as to forbid any and all oral ex- 
pressions from the presiding judge. This would be to subordinate sub- 
stance to form and subserve no useful purpose . . . The instructions 
to be written and read are such as expound the law and are reviewable on 
appeal.” In Jenkins v. R. R., 110 N. C., 442, it is said: “The defendant 
had a right to insist on the entire charge as to the law being put in writ- 
ing,” and the reason there given is “that in the event it should be handed 
to the jury on their retirement (Laws 1885, chap. 137 ), or to avoid dif- 
ferences between counsel in making up the case on appeal.” In the more 
recent case of S. v. Crowell, 116 N. C., 1058, the above excerpt from 
Smith, C. J., in Currie v. Clark, is cited and approved. 2 Thompson on 
Trials, sec. 2380, says that “directions which are deemed instructions 
within the meaning of such a statute (similar to our Code, section 414), 
are statement of rules of law governing the matter in issue.” 

After the jury had been out some time, they returned into court and 
one of them said they could not agree. The court then told them that 
‘he could be of no aid to them upon the facts; that they were the sole 
triers of the facts. If it was upon a point of law, he would be glad to 
aid them. But upon the facts they must decide, and further stated it 
was the duty of a jury to reconcile the testimony wher there was a con- 
flict, if they could, and if they could not reconcile the testimony, then — 
it boceme their duty to adopt the most plausible theory of the evidence — 
in arriving at a verdict. The jury then retired and the counsel for de- 
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fendant called the attention of the court to what the defendant claimed 
was an error in leaving out the question of reasonable doubt and fraudu- 
lent intent. The court immediately called the jury back and restated 
to them what he had just told them, and further stated that the State 
must satisfy them beyond a reasonable doubt of the fraudulent intent at 
the time of appropriating the funds, if you find he did appropriate the — 
funds. The court then read the second time his charge and the special 
instructions of the defendant. Defendant excepted.” It does not 
appear that the judge’s remarks were oral, but if so they were not (562) 
instructions upon the law applicable to the facts of this case, but 
merely general observations as to the province of the court.and jury as 
to finding facts. The defendant made no objection on that ground, nor 
to the use of the word “plausible,” and it is fair to assume that the judge 
would have corrected that if the defendant had thought it prejudicial and 
objected, for the judge called the jury back and corrected his charge in 
the only particular specified. The judge not only charged as asked, but 
he again gave the special instructions, asked by defendant, previously 
given, among them these: “Unless the jury is satisfied beyond a 
reasonable doubt that at the very moment of conversion the defend- 
ant had a fraudulent and felonious intent, they will find the defendant 
not guilty”; and further: “A reasonable doubt of guilt may arise from 
a want of evidence.” He then repeated his charge in full (which is 
entirely correct). The entry thereupon, “defendant excepted,’ applies 
only to giving the charge and special instructions, and besides is void as 
“broadside.” If the use of the word “plausible” was not happy, 1t was 
certainly not excepted to; and if it had been, the inadvertence, if any, 
was amply cured by the full, correct and explicit charge which was 
thereafter repeated. S.v. McNair, 93 N. C., 631; S.v. Keen, 95 N.C., 
648, 

After a full and careful consideration of all the exceptions (some of 
which were taken only “out of abundant caution” and need not be 
noticed) we find nothing prejudicial to the defendant entitling him to 
another: trial. He was cashier of the bank. He was more familiar 
than any one else with the books which were relied on to show his 
changes and false entries therein and his embezzlements. He and his 
able counsel had full access to them in preparing his defense, and it was 
further in evidence that he fled the State and was absent many months, 
and that while so absent he wrote a letter seeking to compromise 
matters and escape criminal punishment, in which he fully ad- 
mitted his guilt. 

In S. v. McDonald, 1383 N. C., 680, the court was not inad- 
vertent to chapter 226, Laws 1889, which amended section 1014 of The 
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Code by inserting after “fraudulently” in the fourth and sixth lines 
thereof, the words “or knowingly and willingly misapply or,” but the 
bill of indictment in that case was drawn solely under section 1014 as 
it was before amended, and did not contain the charge authorized by 
the aforesaid Act of 1889. The charge of the court in this case is correct 
within the ruling in McDonald’s case, which was more lenient to the 
defendant than it would have been had the bill been drawn as authorized 
by the amendment of 1889. 

We cannot pass over the irregularity in sending up the appellant’s 

“statement of case on appeal.” This has no proper place in the record 
and we cannot consider it. It should not have been sent up by the 
clerk below, nor have been docketed as part of the transcript here. The 
statutes govern such matters. It provides that when the parties cannot 
agree upon a case on appeal, the judge “settles” the case on appeal, and 
that is the only “case” the appellate court can consider. It 1s true that 
the appellant can file his exceptions to the charge in ten days after 
court and is entitled to have them sent up, though if such exceptions 
embody recitals of fact, the court, as to that, will be controlled by the 
judge’s statement of facts. If sich exceptions to the charge are re- 
fused by the judge, the appellant can have them brought up by 
certiorari. Lowe v. Elliott, supra. But the practice here attempted of 
sending up the “appellant’s statement of case” to contradict the judge, 
is contrary to the statute and would lead to endless confusion. It can- 
not be entertained. 

No error. 


Hoxs, J., dissenting: I differ from the court in its decision of 
this case and am of opinion that the defendant has not had his 
(564) cause tried in accordance with law. | 

The defendant in apt time and in proper manner requested 
the court below to put its instructions to the jury in writing, and where 
this is done the statute provides that the judge shall put his instructions 
in writing and read them to the jury as written, and sign and file the 

same as a part of the record in the cause. Code sec. 414. 

The facts which transpired on the trial in respect to this request of 
the defendant are embodied in the case on appeal as follows: The judge 
at first put his charge in writing and read it to the jury, and the written 
charge seems to be free from error. The case on appeal then proceeds — 
as follows: “After the conclusion of the charge and after the jury had 
been out some time, they returned into court and one of them stated 
they could not agree. The court stated he could be of no aid as to the 
facts; that they were the sole triers of the facts; if it was upon a point 
of law he would be glad to aid them, but upon the facts they must de- 
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cide, and further stated it was the duty of a jury to reconcile the testi- 
money where there was a conflict, and if they could not reconcile the 
testimony then it became their duty to adopt the most plausible theory 
of the evidence in arriving at a verdict. The jury then retired and 
counsel for the defendant called the attention of the court to what de- 
fendant claimed was an error in leaving out the question of reasonable 
doubt and fraudulent intent. The court immediately called the jury 
back and restated to them what he had just told them, and further 
stated that the State must satisfy them beyond a reasonable doubt of 
the fraudulent intent at the time of appropriating the funds, if you 
find he did appropriate the funds. The court then read the second time 
his charge and the special instructions of defendant.” Defendant ex- 
cepted. | 
- Here the judge laid down orally an erroneous proposition as (565) 
to how the jury should weigh the evidence and reach a conclusion. | 

The jury having again retired and the error being called to his at- 
tention, his Honor recalled the jury and restated the erroneous propo- 
sition and then added: “The State must satisfy the jury beyond a 
reasonable doubt of the fraudulent intent at the time of appropriating 
the funds, if you find he did appropriate them.” The judge below then 
again read his written charge to the jury. This erroneous proposition 
was nowhere in terms withdrawn from the jury. We have it then that 
the judge twice told the jury orally that it was their duty to reconcile 
the evidence if they could, and if they could not, it was their duty to 
adopt the most plausible theory of the evidence in arriving at a verdict. 
In other words, to convict the defendant, if that was the most plausible 
conclusion. And twice he tells them that the State must satisfy them 
beyond a reasonable doubt; once in the written charge, and once orally. 
To which direction did the jury give the most heed and what rule has 
guided them to the conclusion which they reached? In my judgment 
unless expressly withdrawn this would amount to a reversible error 
if the entire deliverance of his Honor had been in writing. The counsel 
for the defendant differ from his Honor as to what he did say in his 
spoken charge, but this is really of no moment on the question now con- 
sidered, nor is it important whether the oral part of the charge was 
erroneous or not. The case declares that instructions embodying legal 
propositions have been twice spoken to the jury, and nowhere expressly 
withdrawn when the law requires that the entire charge shall be put in 
writing. | 

North Carolina has been extremely fortunate in having Superior 
Court judges who are capable, learned and impartial; but we know that 
there have been and may be again, occasions and instances where the 
due enforcement of this statute was the only guaranty that a citizen 
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had that his property, liberty, life and character would be dealt with 
in accordance with the law of the land. It is to my mind of 
(566) vital importance in the due administration of justice, and its 
provisions should be in no wise disregarded or ignored. The 
proposition here stated will find support in Currie v. Clark, 90 N. C.,, 
355; 8S. vo. Young, 111 N..C., 715; Wheatley v. West, 61 Ga., 461; 
Thompson on Trials, sec. 93775- 2377. 

In Currie v. Clark, supra, it 1s said: “Moreover that statutory reer 
positively forbids any verbal explanatory comments which may affect 
or modify the written language and tend to mislead the jury as to its 
purport or aim. The propositions embodied in the writing must stand 
in their assumed form, not added to or diminished by any contemporary 
and extraneous words falling from the lips of the judge. The jury 
must gather the meaning of the instructions solely from the written 
words in which they are conveyed, as much the revising court in 
passing upon their correctness in law.” 

In 8S. v. Young, supra, it is held that “at the request of counsel made 
in apt time, the court must put its entire charge to the Jury in writing, 
and it is error to charge them orally upon any pomt when they return 
into court for instructions.” | 

The only decision which I can find that tends to support a contrary 
view is S. v. Crowell, 116 N. C., 1052, and this is more apparent than . 
real. In Crowell’s case the judge had put his charge in writing and 
read the same to the jury as the statute requires. The defendant had 
preferred a prayer for instructions that the case was barred by the 
statute of limitations. This prayer was refused, the judge saying to 
the jury that “the statute of limitations has nothing to do with the case.” 
It was simply a refusal to submit an instruction preferred in writing by 
which the defendant got the benefit of an exception, and was in no Wise 
given so that it could in any way influence the verdict, which was ren- 
dered on the facts submitted for the jury’s consideration. It is answered 
that this objection is not open to the defendant because no exception was 

taken, but I do not so understand the record. The very feature 
(567) of the trial to which this objection is urged is set out in the case 
on appeal and exception duly noted. 

I am of opinion that the statute which should govern cases of this 
kind has not been complied with, and that the defendant 1s entitled to 
a new trial. — | 


Cited: Dunn v. Marks, 141 N. C., 233; 8. v. Sultan, 142 N. C., 571; 
Gaither v. Carpenter, 143 N. C., 242; 8S. v. BR. #., 149 N. C., 511; 8. 
v. Hinton, 158 N. C., 626; S. v. Black, 162 N. C., 688; S. v. Powell, 
168 N.C., 148; 8. v. Gulledge, 173 N. C., 747. 
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STATE v. LUCAS. 
(Filed 830 October, 1905.) 


Justices of the Peace — Jurisdiction — New Trial — Former Convic- 
tion—Indictment. 


1, Where a justice of the peace heard a warrant charging the defendant with 
an assault, with serious damage, and adjudged that the accused give bond 
for his appearance, and his bond was executed and accepted by the jus- 
tice, the latter’s power and jurisdiction ceased and his attempt to reverse 
his decision the next day and fine the defendant was a nullity. 


2. There is no authority given to a justice of the peace to grant a new trial 
in a criminal case after he has made a final disposition of it. 


8. The justice having no jurisdiction to try and convict the defendant after 
he had bound him to court, a plea of former conviction in the Superior 
Court was properly overruled, where the indictment alleged that there 
was serious damage, though the jury convicted of a simple assault merely. 


Inpictment aginst J. H. Lucas, heard by Allen, J., and a jury, at 
February Term, 1905, of Sampson. 

Defendant was indicted for an assault with serious damage and 
pleaded former conviction and not guilty. The evidence upon the 
former plea was that a warrant was issued by a justice of the 
peace charging defendant with an assault and battery on D. C. (568) 
Bullard, resulting in serious injury. At the trial, the justice 
found that there was probable cause and required defendant to give 
bond for his appearance at the next term of the Superior Court. The 
bond was duly executed and accepted by the justice and the defendant . 
discharged, all witnesses having been recognized for their appearance 
at court. No entry of these proceedings having been made on his 
docket, the justice, on the next day after the trial, concluded that he 
had made a mistake, reversed his decision and rendered judgment 
against defendant for a fine of $1 and costs. No one but the justice 
was present when this was done. Defendant, being notified of the judg- 
ment, appeared and paid the fine and costs, and the justice surrendered 
to him the appearance bond he had given. No papers were returned to 
the Superior Court as required by the statute. The witnesses appeared 
at court as they were recognized to do, and this bill of indictment was 
sent to the grand jury and returned “a true bill.” The assault with 
serious damage was sufficiently charged in the indictment. Upon the 
foregoing facts the court adjudged that the plea had not been sustained 
as the judgment of the justice was a nullity. The case was then tried 
upon the plea of not guilty and the defendant was convicted of a simple - 
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assault. Defendant’s counsel moved for his discharge upon the ground 

that the court erred in holding that there had been no former convic- 

tion. Motion denied. Judgment upon the verdict. Defendant excepted 
and appealed. 


Robert D. Gilmer, Attorney-General, for the State. 
ff. Bh. Cooper for defendant. 


Waker, J., after stating the case: The motion to discharge the 
defendant should not have been sustained. If the ruling of the court 
was wrong, on the plea of former conviction, the defendant was 
(569) not entitled to a discharge but to a new trial. But we treat the 
motion as if it had been-for a new trial, as perhaps it was so 
intended. | | 
The ruling of the court that the judgment of the justice was void, 
as he had no jurisdiction of the case after he had bound the defendant 
to court and taken his recognizance, was manifestly correct. The statute 
requires that when the justice has no final jurisdiction of the offense 
“he shall desist from any final determination” of the matter, and either 
commit the accused to prison or require from him a recognizance for 
his appearance at the next term of the court to answer the charge, and he 
shall then bind the complainants and witnesses for the State to appear 
in like manner and testify. He must then return the papers, with a 
statement of his proceedings, to the clerk of the court on or before the 
first day of the term. Code secs, 896, 1152, 1156, 1157. This is plain 
language and its meaning is unmistakable. It was intended most 
surely that when the justice had fully performed the duties required of 
him, his jurisdiction as to the case should be at an end. If he makes a 
mistake, it must be corrected elsewhere—not in his court. There is no. 
provision of the statute, nor is there any in the general law, for correc- 
tion of his errors by himself after he has given his decision and taken 
security for the appearance of the accused. To permit a justice, after an 
investigation and decision by himself and after the discharge of the de- 
fendant and the witness, all of whom have been recognized for their 
appearance at court, to reverse his decision the next day in the absence 
of the prosecutor, the witnesses and the defendant, would be pernicious 
practice and tend to great confusion in judicial proceedings, apart from — 
other considerations arising from the express provisions of the statute _ 
prescribing the jurisdiction of justices of the peace and impliedly for- | 
bidding any such proceeding. It would open the door wide to fraudu- 
lent and collusive prosecutions, pervert the course of justice and defeat 
the very purpose which the orderly method of procedure pro- 
(570) vided by the statute was intended to subserve. 
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We are therefore of the opinion that when the justice had heard the 
cause and adjudged that the accused give bond for his appearance, and 
his bond was executed and accepted by the justice, the latter’s power and 
jurisdiction ceased. The case had then passed beyond his control and he 
could not reverse or change his decision or take any other steps in the 
cause, except to return the recognizance and the papers, together with a 
statement of his proceedings, to the clerk of the court in obedience to 
the statute. There is no authority given to a justice to grant a new 
trial in a criminal case after he has made a final disposition of it. If 
he can reverse his judgment the day after it is given, he can do so the 
next week, month or year. What the justice did the day after the trial 
was therefore coram non judice, and his former decision of the case 
was In no manner avoided or affected thereby. The case then stood as 
if there had been no subsequent proceedings. The views we have ex- 
pressed are fully sustained by Steel v. Williams, 13 Ind., 73, a case di- 
rectly in point, in which the very question herein presented is fully and 
ably discussed. Indeed the authorities upon the subject seem to be all 
one way, the judges and text writers having spoken with one voice upon 
the subject. Bishop in his New Criminal Procedure (4 Ed.), p. 141, 
section 234, subsection 4, says: “The magistrate, on determining to 
send the prisoner to the higher court, commits him and the witnesses, 
or takes their several recognizances, as the case may require. Then, 
and in the absence of any special statute, his functions in the case cease.” 
He is in a certain sense functus officio. Having fulfilled the particular 
functions conferred by statute, he is consequently without further official 
authority in the case. So in Sandrock v. Knop, 34 How. Pr. (N. Y.), 
191, a case substantially identical in its facts with this one, 
the defendant was arrested and tried by the committing magis- (571) 
trate, a police justice, who required him to enter into a recogni- 
zance for his appearance. Afterwards, the justice proceeded to re- 
examine the case. He discharged the defendant and then ordered the 
appearance bond to be cancelled. It was held that the giving of the re- 
cognizance by the accused had the effect to divest the justice of all au- 
thority further to examine into the complaint, and that any further 
proceedings in the investigation of the alleged offense must be had at 
the general sessions to which court the defendant had been bound to 
appear, and before the grand jury. The subsequent proceedings were - 
therefore held to be a nullity. More like our case in all respects than 
any other we have been able to find, is 8S. v. Mouseley, 4 Harr. (Del.), 
553, which was an indictment for assault. The accused was first bound 
to court by the justice who afterwards, with the consent of the prose- 
cutor, allowed the matter to be settled on payment of costs. This was 
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held to be beyond his jurisdiction and an unauthorized proceeding, and 
it was distinctly ruled that, when the committing magistrate holds the 
accused to bail or commits him for refusal to give bail for his appear- 
ance, there is no appeal from the justice and no authority anywhere to 
review his decision on this question, nor to prevent the case’'from going 
before the court after once there has been a judgment that it is a case 
which ought to be tried there. In S. v. Russell, 24 Texas, 505, it was 
held that after taking a bail bond and the adjournment of his court, a 
magistrate has no authority to take further action in the case, as the 
jurisdiction of it is in-the court to which the defendant has been bound 
for his appearance. The court held in Nelson v. People, 38 Mich., 618 
(opinion by Cooley, J.),-that holding an accused person for trial in 
the circuit court “undoubtedly” gave that court jurisdiction of the case. 
It was held in 8. 0. Randolph, 26 Mo., 218, that after the justice 
(572) had issued his warrant of commitment to the sheriff, he could not 

recall it and take a recognizance, unless expressly empowered by 
statute so to do, as his authority was exhausted, and the defendant can 
be discharged only by habeas corpus. Our statute makes such provi- 
sion (Code sec. 1161), that is, that ‘a justice or judge may take the re- 
cognizance. In our ease the justice had already taken the bond. The 
case cited serves to illustrate the principle and to prove its general 
adoption in all systems of judicial procedure. 8S. v. Young, 56 Me., 
219, presented a peculiar application of the rule. It was there held 
that the recognizance returned to court might be amended so as to 
speak the truth, being a record, but that as, when amended, it showed 
the justice had taken it after once committing the defendant, it was 
void, as he was without authority to act in the matter or to supersede 
the further execution of the mittimus— his jurisdiction having been 
fully exercised and ended, when the officer received the defendant and 
departed with him from the court. But for our statute, to which we 
have referred, this would be the law here. The principle of the deci- 
sion is still the law with us. In this case, the justice recognized the ac- 
cused and then his jurisdiction ended. There was nothing more for him 
to do, or that he could do under the statute, as his jurisdiction in this 
respect is derived solely from the statute and must be exercised in ac- 
cordance therewith. S. v. Jones, 100 N. C., 438. We might cite 
numerous other cases to the same effect as those mentioned above, but 
it would be useless to do so, as those cited will suffice to show that the 
general current of authority has always strongly set in one and the same 
direction. Suppose the justice had originally assumed final jurisdic- 
tion which he possessed and fined the defendant, could he the next day 
or the next week have set aside the judgment, renounced his final juris- 
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diction and recognized the defendant to appear at the next term of the 
court? Certainly he could not. So plain a proposition does not admit 
of argument. So it must be, in either case, that when he has , 
fully exercised his jurisdiction he has reached the limit beyond (573) 
which he cannot go, nor can he retrace his steps. 

If the justice had taken final jurisdiction when the case was first 
heard by him and disposed of it, the plea of former conviction would 
have been a complete bar to the prosecution in the Superior Court, as 
the jury by their verdict found that there was no serious damage done. 
S. v. Albertson, 113 N. C., 683; 8. v. Price, 111 N. C., 703. But as 
the justice had no jurisdiction to try and convict the defendant after he 
had bound him to court, and as the indictment alleged that there was 
serious damage though the jury convicted of a simple assault merely, 
the plea was bad and was properly overruled by the court. As the 
Superior Court had jurisdiction of the case by reason of the form of 
indictment, it proceeded rightly to pronounce judgment upon the verdict. 
S. v. Ray, 89 N. C., 587; S. v. Ernest, 98 N. C., 740; S. v. Fritz, 133 
N. C., 725, | 

There is no direct authority to be found in the decisions of this Court 
upon the question discussed. The general observations made in S. v. 
Moore, 186 N. C., 581, will be found to have an indirect bearing upon 
the matter. The second, or rather the pretended trial, did not have the 
true form of a judicial investigation or inquiry, nor even its semblance. 
What is said in that case is therefore applicable to this one. We again 
call the attention of the justices of the peace to the suggestions made in 
S. v. Moore, and to the necessity of carefully observing the directions 
of the statute, and now, we add, of keeping strictly within the bounds of 
the jurisdiction thereby conferred. Departures from the beaten path, 
if permitted, will open a way by which criminals may escape merited 
punishment with impunity. S. v. Jones, supra. 

The record discloses no error committed in the trial below. 

No error. 





(574) 
STATE v. SUTTON, 


(Filed 17 October, 1905. ) 
Bish and Fisheries—Mill Seat—Construction of Criminal Statutes. 


1. Under chapter 824, Laws 1905, which provides that “it shall be unlawful 
for any person to hedge or fish with traps in the waters of Bear Creek 
between the mouth of said creek where it empties into Neuse River and the 
Joyner mill-seat,” the defendant is prohibited from setting hedges in 
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ditches 15 or 20 yards below the mill house, though he owns the mill 
house and the land for 75 yards below the mill, as “mill-seat’” designates 
a well defined landmark—the dam and mill—and not the extent of the 
mill owner’s territorial possession in the vicinity. 


2. Under this statute, the defendant is.not prohibited from setting hedges on 
the sheeting of the mill, under the roof of his mill house, and catching fish 
coming out of the pond, but he cannot interfere by such hedges with 
those which come up from the mouth of Bear Creek till stopped at the 
dam and mill-seat. ; 


A “mill-seat’” means the mill house, dam and appurtenances used for oper- 
ating the mill by water power, and the ground upon which they stand. 


oe 


4. The right of the General Assembly to regulate fisheries, even on private 
property, is settled. 


The rule that criminal statutes are to be strictly construed, applies when 
the scope of the act is doubtful and does not mean that a word is to be 
given a different meaning in a criminal action from that which would be 
given it in a civil proceeding. . 


on 


Connor and Hoxe, JJ., dissenting. 


InpicTMENT under chapter 824 Laws 1905, against A. R. Sutton, 
heard by Councill, J., and a jury, at August Term, 1905, of Lzworr. 
From a judgment of guilty upon a special verdict, the defendant ap- 
pealed. | 


Robert D. Gilmer, Attorney-General, for the State. 
Y.T. Ormond and Aycock & Daniels for defendant. 


(575) Crarx, C. J. This action was begun before a justice of the 
peace, and on appeal the defendant was again convicted in the 
Superior Court for a violation of chapter 824, Laws 1905, which pro- 
vides: “It shall be unlawful for any person to hedge, or fish with traps 
in the waters of Bear Creek between the mouth of said creek where it 
empties into Neuse River and the Joyner mill seat in Lenoir County.” 
The word “mill-seat” is synonymous with mill site and means “where 
the mill sits.” Maller v. Ins. Co., 7 Fed., 651. In Curtis v. Smath, 35 
Conn., 158, it is said: “A mill site comprehends not only the site of the 
mill building, but also the water power connected therewith for milling 
purposes.” The grant of a mill site conveys by implication the water 
power and the right to maintain a dam for the beneficial appropriation 
of the water. Stackpole v. Curtis, 32 Me., 383; Ring v. Walker, 87 
Me., 550. In Occum Co. v. Mfg. Co., 85 Conn., 512, it is said: “A 
mill site is the same as a mill privilege, which, in Gould v. Duck Co., 
13 Gray (Mass.), 442, was said “to embrace the right which the law 
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gives the owner to erect a mill thereon, and to hold up or let out 
the water at the will of the occupant for the purpose of operating the 
same in a reasonable manner.” 20 A. & E. (2 Ed.), 675; Crosby v. 
Bradbury, 20 Me., 65; Burr v. Mills, 21 Wend., 294. 

A “mill seat” means the mill house, dam, and appurtenances used 

for operating the mill by water power, and the ground upon which | 
they stand. The evident.purpose of the General: Assembly in this 
statute to keep the waters of Bear Creek free from hedges or traps; 
so that fish might run up the same as far as the obstruction caused by 
the dam and water power at Joyner’s mill, beyond which they could 
not go. The right to regulate fisheries, even on private property, 1s 
settled beyond controversy, 2 Farnham on Waters, sections 381, 
382; Collins v. Benbury, 25 N. C., 277; 8. v. Gallop, 126 N. C., (576) 
983, and cases there cited, and in 138 A. & E. (2 Ed.), 573, 576, 
579, and notes; S. v. Bridgers, 142 Ill., 41; 8. v. Roberts, 59 N. H., 484; 
Howes v. Grush, 181 Mass., 207. 

This case turns upon the meaning of the word “mill seat” which is 
to be taken in its ordinary and usual signification, which is necessarily 
the same in both criminal and civil proceedings. The rule that criminal 
statutes are to be strictly construed applies when the scope of the act 
is doubtful, and does not mean that a word is to be given a different 
meaning in a criminal action from that which would be given it in a 
civil proceeding. Words are used by the law-making power to express, 
not to conceal, its meaning, and hence are to be taken as ordinarily 
understood, alike in criminal and civil actions. ; 

It is stated in the case on appeal that “many years ago, the original 
conveyance of this mill property conveyed about 20 acres of land for 
a mill seat, and that the property conveyed to the defendant includes 
about 20 acres of land, and extends about 75 yards below the mouths of 
the ditches,” which were “15 or 20 yards below the mill house,” and 
on both sides of the mill race. In these ditches and also on the sheeting 
of the mill, under the roof of the mill house, the defendant set wire 
fences or hedges, and caught fish. The latter were on the “mill seat?’ 
or site, as we understand and define the word, and defendant was au- 
thorized so to do. He is not prohibited to catch in this manner fish 
coming out of the pond, but he cannot interfere by such hedge with 
those which could come up from the mouth of Bear Creek till plone 
at the dam and mill seat. 

It is further contended, however, by the defendant that the hades 
set “15 or 20 yards below the mill house” were lawful because the 
owner of the mill house also owned the land for 75 yards below the mill. 

Suppose he had owned a tract of 2,000 acres or 20,000 around the 
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(577) mill, would his privileges under this act have been any greater 

than those of a man who owned only the “mill seat” itself? He 
had no inherent right of fishing in Bear Creek. That was a sovereign 
right of the State to be permitted or denied at the will of the sovereign, 
speaking, in the only way in which it could make known its will, through 
the law-making power. In forbidding the monopoly of fishing by hedges 
and traps and leaving fishing free to all, on Bear Creek, from its mouth 
to Joyner’s mill seat, the Legislature was thinking of the unobstructed 
part of the creek up to Joyner’s mill house and dam, and was regardless 
of the extent of dry land along the creek, between those points which 
might be owned by the owner of the “mill seat.” By “mill seat” it in- 
tended to designate a well defined landmark, which all men may know— 
the dam and mill—and not the extent of the mill owner’s territorial 
possessions in the vicinity. 

The original deed seems merely to have conveyed 20 acres that a mill 
seat might be located somewhere upon it. The deed to the present owner 
does not seem, from the case on appeal, to contain even that provision. 
But if the deed to the defendant had conveyed 20 acres, or 20,000 
acres, and described such tract as a “mill seat” this provision in a deed 
would not change the meaning of a word of common usage and well de- 
fined significance when used in a statute. It would not make a whole body 
of land a mill site, or seat, because there was a mill run by water power 
somewhere within its boundaries. The setting the wire fences or traps, 
and taking fish therefrom “15 or 20 yards below the mill house,” being 
“between the mouth of Bear Creek” and the “mill seat,” the court 
properly adjudged the defendant guilty upon the special verdict. 

Though these ditches are filled with water and hence have fish 
(578) only in overflows from the pond, the waters are part of “the 

waters of Bear Creek,” and when they go back into the main 
run the fish in them are not to be restrained and caught by forbidden 
hedges and nets. The owner of the mill has no rights over either the 
water, or the fish therein, after they have gone by the wheel or dam. 
“The mill will not grind again with the water that has passed.” | 

From the amount of the fine imposed—$5—we presume that this was 
merely a test case, to decide upon the defendant’s right of catching fish 
by hedges or traps, which right under the statute does not extend lower 
down than catching them in that mode, on the sheeting, or at any other 
spot on the mill site, as they come down out of the pond, through the 
forebay or over the dam. SBelow that the waters of Bear Creek are 


free from such inventions, and 
“May roll unvexed to the sea.” 


Affirmed. 
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Connor, J., dissenting: I cannot concur in the reasoning or the con- | 
clusion reached by the court in this case. I do not question the power 
of the Legislature to regulate the time, manner and place of fishing in 
public waters. I do not think that the right to do so in private waters 
is so absolute as the language of the opinion would seem to indicate. 
The question was so fully and satisfactorily discussed and settled by this 
Court in S. v. Glen, 52 N. C., 321, and Cornelius v. Glen, 52 N. C., 512, 
that I could not hope to add to it anything of value or interest. It 
is quite clear that the court did not recognize any power to interfere 
with the right of the owner of the bed of the stream, to the use of it 
except in the exercise of the right of eminent domain, subject to its 
limitations. In 8. v. Pool, 74 N. C., 402, the question of the power of the 
‘State to make the obstruction of non-navigable streams by the owner 
of the bed indictable, was fully considered and denied. Mr. Justice 
Bynum cites with approval the language used by the court in the Glen 
cases, concluding with the words: “Whether the State can enforce 
against the owner of the land and bed of an unnavigable creek, 
an act of the Legislature forbidding its obstruction to the passage (579) 
of fish, is a question not raised upon this indictment and verdict | 
and need not be discussed.” Mr. Justice Rodman was joined by Mr. 
Justice Reade in a strong dissenting opinion reported in 75 N. C., 597. 
The doctrine upon which the decision of the Glen cases was decided was 
denied in the dissenting opinion. I do not think the question is raised in 
S. v. Gallop, 126 N. C., 983. That case is well decided—but there was no 
point presented in regard to the rights of the owners of the bed of the 
stream. I do not wish to do more than notice the question and say that 
I think the power to enforce statutes of this kind has its limitations. 
I note that at the same ssesion at which the act in question was passed — 
similar statutes prohibiting fishing by nets, etc., in mill ponds, without 
any regard to their connection with navigable streams, were enacted. 
I cannot think that the power extends to the owners of private fish 
ponds, or even public mill ponds, having no outlet into navigable © 
waters. The extent to which the owner of property may be interfered 
with in its use, without compensation, to serve a public interest is a 
serious question to be approached and dealt with carefully. I do not 
care to be committed to any general statement of the law without the 
most careful consideration. My dissent in this case is based upon my 
objection to the construction of the statute. This is a public statute 
of local application, and should be construed in the light of the local 
conditions. Some force must be given to the term, “The Joyner Mill 
Seat.” If the draughtsman had intended to prohibit the putting. of 
traps below the mill, using the term as meaning the mill house or the 
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dam, he would have said so. Statutes of this kind are usually drawn 
by those interested in extending the prohibition as far as possible and 
should be so construed that the private right of the citizen be interfered 
with no further than the unmistakable language demands. It is to be 
noted that the prohibition is between “The Joyner Mill Seat,” 

- (580): ete. This indicates that the land covered by the water of the 
“Joyner Mill Seat” was known to the draughtsman. Can there 

be any question that if the owner were to convey or devise “The Joyner 
Mill Seat,” the description would carry the land originally conveyed 
for the mill seat and not be restricted to the spot upon which the dam 
or the house was situate? “The grant of a mill site conveys a water 
power together with the right to maintain a dam whenever such dam 
would be suitable for the convenient and beneficial appropriation of the 
water power.” Stackpole v. Curtis, 32 Me., 3838. “A grant of land 
bounding on or near a pond and stream, reserving the mill and water 
privilege, is a reservation of the right of flowing the land so far as 
necessary or convenient, or so far as it has been usual to flow it, for 
that purpose.” Pettee v. Hawes, 30 Mass., 323. “A mill site compre- 
hends, not only the site of the mill building, but also the water power 
connected therewith for milling purposes.” Curtiss v. Smith, 85 Conn., 
156; Tabor v. Bradley, 18 N. Y., 109. “By a devise of a mill with the 
appurtenances, it has been held that a right not only to the building 
and use of the water, but also to the land which was used with the mill 
passed.” Blaine v. Chalmers, 1 Sergt. & R., 169; Angell on Water 
Courses, 274. It is:a matter of common knowledge that the value of a 
mill site is dependent upon the right to carry the water away as es- 
sentially as the right to hold it back. The “mill tail” is as much a part 
of the “site” as the “mill pond.” The suggestion that a man might 
claim one or more thousand acres as his “mill site” does not impress 
me as shedding much light upon the question. A man will hardly buy 
and pay for a large quantity of land for which he has no possible use 
and which can serve no valuable purpose. In the decision of causes, | 
we must deal with the facts as found by the jury. Here the person who 
erected this mill understood what quantity of land with the privilege | 
incident to its ownership was necessary to enable him to establish 

(581) and maintain his mill; he purchased such quantity for a “mill 
seat” and the Legislature recognized the existence of this boun- 

dary and adopted it as one of the points between which and the mouth 
of the creek nets should not be set. To fail to give force and effect to 
this language is, in my opinion, to strike out “mill seat” and to write 
into the statute the word “mill dam” or “mill house.” This would not. 
be allowable if we were construing a will or deed, Barnes v. Simms, 40 
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N. C., 392; certainly it cannot be so to restrict the right of the citizen 
and make an act criminal otherwise lawful. To my mind it is a viola- 
tion and dangerous innovation of the elementary rules for construing 
criminal statutes. If the description of the prohibited points is too 
indefinite, the statute would for that reason be void. Is it possible that 
the owner is to be made a criminal and, under our decisions, subject 
to be put to work upon the public roads for putting his nets in the 
water upon his own land an inch beyond the eaves of his mill house or | 
over his dam? If the mill house be adopted as the test and it be en- 
larged or diminished in ‘size, the standard is changed. If the dam be 
adopted and it be lowered or raised by which its top is drawn up or 
projected down stream so much as an inch, the same result follows. 
The deed conveying the land for “The Mill Seat” is certain, fixed and 
unchangeable. The State certainly owes to the citizen the duty, when 
it makes the exercise of a purely private right upon his own property, 
a crime, to inform him with reasonable certainty the limits within 
which he may enjoy his right for which he has paid his money. If there 
be more than one standard suggested, that which is certain, fixed and 
recognized should be adopted, rather than that which is uncertain and 
subject to change. I, of course, concur in the opinion that the defend- 
ant has not violated the statute in placing his nets under his mill house. 
In the light of the finding by the special verdict that “many years 
ago the original conveyance of this mill property conveyed about 

twenty acres of land for a mill seat.” J think that the term (582) 
“The Joyner Mill Seat” used in the statute should be so con- 

strued that the prohibition be limited to the lower line of the mill seat. 
It will be noted that the indictment does not charge, nor does the special 
verdict find, that the defendant ever caught or obstructed the passage 
of any fish in his ditches. It is simply found that some twenty yards 
below the mill house are some ditches on defendant’s land, one of which 
was cut to drain a swamp into the mill tail—the other was cut while 
the mill was being built to turn the water to prevent its interference 
with the work. When the water is turned into them “fish can and 
sometimes do get into said ditches and are prevented from escaping 
by a wire hedge put by defendant across the ditch.” The ditches are 
in no sense a part of Bear Creek. It does not appear how far they run 
up into defendant’s land. I do not think they are within the words of 
the statute, nor do I think it competent for the Legislature to prohibit 
the owner from placing nets or hedges across his own ditch unless doing 
so constitutes a public nuisance. S. v. Pool, supra. This is an un- 
warranted and unreasonable interference with the use of private prop- 
erty. I cannot but think that it will be a startling discovery to the - 
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owners of land in the eastern section of the State that every ditch cut 
upon or through their land into the bordering swamps or creeks are 
a part thereof, and that they are criminally liable for putting a wire 
net or driving stakes into them. I cannot see why an act prohibiting 
the obstruction of the highway may not, by the same liberal canon of 
construction be held to include private paths connecting with the high- 
way. We may soon find upon the adjournment of some session of the 
Legislature that a man may not, with safety, walk over his own land 
or gather flowers which grow upon the side of his path or the banks of 

his ditches, without liability to be put wpon the public roads as 
(583) a criminal. While the policy of the State in protecting the 

propogation of fish should be sustained, the right to the use of 
private property should not be sacrificed. We are in danger of sur- 
rounding our people with a multitude of criminal statutes, many of 
which are invasions of personal liberty and the use of property which 
will if not checked convert the people of the whole State into either 
conscious or unconscious violators of the law. No man may safely 
do or omit to do such a multitude of acts that the. law will become a 
labyrinth in which he will not walk in safety. 


Cited: S. v. Sermons, 169 N. C., 287. 





t 


STATE v. MAULTSBY. 
(Filed 17 October, 1905.) 


Penalties—Fines—Clear Proceeds—Dwvision of Fine with Informant 
—Constitutional Law. 


1. The Legislature has power to give “penalties,” which must be sued for, 
either wholly or in part, to whomsoever shall sue for the same, and only 
the clear proceeds of such as accrue to the State go to the school fund 
under the provisions of Art. EX, sec. 5, of the Constitution. 


2. Fines, from their very nature, being punishment for violation of the criminal 
law, are imposed in favor of the State and belonging to the State, the. 
Legislature cannot appropriate their clear proceeds to any other pur- 
pose than the school fund. 


8. By “clear proceeds” is meant the total sum less only the sheriff’s fees for 
collection, when the fine and costs are not collected in full. 


4. The provision in chapter 125, Laws 1903, that the informant “shall receive 
one-half of the fine imposed,” is unconstitutional and there was no error 
in refusing the petition of the informant for one-half of a fine imposed for 
selling liquor contrary to its provisions. 
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THIs is a petition in the action of S.v. W. 8. Maultsby, by one (584) 
John Evylin, for one-half of a fine imposed upon the defendant 
Maultsby upon his conviction for retailing spirituous liquors in viola- 
tion of the Cumberland County prohibition law, heard by Ferguson, J., 
at March Term, 1905, of Cumpzrianp. From a refusal of the petition, 
the informant, Evylin, appealed. 


Robert D. Gilmer, Attorney-General, for the State. 
N. A. Sinclair and R. H. Dye for informant. 


Crarx, C. J. Under the provisions of the Constitution, Article LX, 
sec. 5, the “clear proceeds of all penalties and forfeitures of all fines” 
are, with other sources of revenue named in said section, appropriated 
to the school fund. “Penalties” are recoverable by civil action and 
from time immemorial accrue to the State only when the act creating 
them so directs. The above section is in the article on “Education,” 
and was not intended as a restriction upon the immemorial legislative 
power to authorize gui tam actions for penalties (and if so intended it 
would have been placed in Article II of the Constitution on the “Legis- 
lative Department’), but is merely a provision that the net proceeds 
of such penalties as accrue to the State shall be devoted to the public 
schools. This has been fully discussed and settled. Katzenstein v. Rf. R., 
84 N. C., 688; Hodge v. R. R., 108 N. C., 30-32; Sutton v. Phallups, 116 
N. C., 502, and cases there cited and reaffirmed in Goodwin v. Fertilizer 
Co., 119 N. C., 122; Carter v. R. R., 126 N. C., 445; Board of Educa- 
tion v. Henderson, tb., 695; School Directors v. Asheville, 137 
N. C., 508. (585) 

While it is true that it is competent for the Legislature to give 
penalties, which must be sued for, either wholly or in part to whom- 
soever shall sue for the same, and only the clear proceeds of such as ac- 
crue to the State go to the school fund, it is otherwise as to “fines.” 
From their very nature, being punishment for violation of the criminal 
law, they are imposed in favor of the State and belonging to the State, 
the General Assembly cannot appropriate the clear proceeds of fines 
to any other purpose than the school fund. By “clear proceeds’ is 
meant the total sum less only the sheriff’s fees for collection, when the 
fine and costs are collected in full. This also has been fully discussed | 
and settled. Board of Education v. Henderson, 126 N. C., 689; School 
Directors v. Asheville, 187 N. C., 508. The distinction is that section 
5, Article IX, is an appropriation of certain existing sources of revenue, 
and penalties accrue to the State only when so prescribed, but fines 
belong to the State in all cases. Hence the Legislature in the act here 
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in question (Laws 1903, chap. 125), under which the judge imposed 
a fine of $100 for selling whiskey contrary to its provisions, exceeded 
its powers in section 9 thereof, in providing that the informant “shall 
receive one-half of the fine imposed.” A penalty is always for a sum 
certain (Commissioners v. Harris, 52 N. C., 281; S. v. Crenshaw, 94 
N. C., 877), and is recoverable in a civil action by the party entitled. 
Middleton v. R. R., 95 N. C., 167; Burrell v. Hughes, 116 N. C., 487. 
A fine is discretionary within the limits prescribed and is paid to the 
State. : 

In refusing the petition of die informant for one-half of said fine, 
there was 

No error. 





(586) 
STATE v. PARKER. 


(Filed 24 October, 1905.) 


Statutes, Repeal of—Drinks Containing Alcohol—Intoxicating Liquors 
—l nstructions. | 

1: Chapter 434, Laws of 1903, making it unlawful to sell any drink containing 
alcohol, is not repealed by chapter 497, Laws of 1905, which prohibits the 


sale of spirituous, vinous or malt liquors or other intovicating drinks, and 
repeals all previous statutes in conflict. 


2. In an indictment under chapter 484, Laws 1903, for selling “drinks con- 
taining alcohol,” an instruction that the drink “must contain some appre- 
ciable amount of alcohol—such an amount as a man of ordinary sense, 
reason and judgment would say that it had alcohol in it, ” was not preju- 
dicial to the defendant. 


InpictMEnT for selling drinks containing alcohol against J. D. Par- 
ker, heard by Ward, J., and a jury, at March Criminal Term, 1905, of 
Union. From the judgment rendered, the defendant appealed. 


Robert D. Gilmer, Attorney- General, and Adams, Jerome & Armfield 
for the State. 
Redwine & Stack for defendant. 


Crarx, C. J. The defendant was indicted for selling “drinks con- 
taining alcohol,’ contrary to chapter 434, Laws 1908, relating to the sale 
of liquor in Union County. The defendant moved in arrest of judgment 
on the ground that chapter 497, Laws 1905, repeals the statute under 
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which the defendant was convicted. The motion was properly denied. 
Section 1, chapter 434, Laws 1903, makes it unlawful to sell “any 
spirituous, vinous, malt or other intoxicating liquors, or any drink 
containing alcohol, by whatever name known or called.” Section 18, 
chapter 497, Laws 1905, prohibits the sale of spirituous, vinous 

or malt liquors or other intoxicating drinks, and repeals all pre- (587) 
vious statutes in conflict with it. The defendant was indicted, 

not for selling intoxicating drinks, but for selling drinks containing 
alcohol, covered by the Act of 1903, which, as far as drinks of this 
character are concerned, was not repealed by the law of 1905. There 
is no conflict between the two provisions. They can both stand, for 
they supplement each other. Not bemg “irreconcilably inconsistent’ 
the later statute does not repeal the other, by implication. S. v. Biggers, 
108 N. C., 760; S. v. Massey, 103 N. C., 356; S. v. Wetter, 107 N. C., 
792; Winslow v. Morton, 118 N. C., 491-2, and cases there cited. 

The defendant asked the court to instruct the jury (1) not to consider 
the evidence in regard to apple cider, (2) that the jury cannot convict 
unless satisfied beyond a reasonable doubt that the defendant sold the 
prosecuting witness intoxicating liquors or whiskey drinks, other than 
apple cider, that would intoxicate. The court refused to so charge, 
and told the jury that the indictment was under the Act of 1903, for 
selling “any drink containing alcohol by whatever name known or 
called,” and told the jury that the State must satisfy them beyond a 
reasonable doubt that the defendant sold Whitley a drink containing 
alcohol, that “one drop, nor two drops, nor three drops, nor a mere 
trace would not be sufficient to say that it contained alcohol; nor on 
the other hand would it be necessary for the drink to contain a sufficient 
quantity to make one drunk when freely used. The latter would be 
the test if the defendant were indicted for selling intoxicating liquors. 
That is not the charge in this case; here he is charged with selling 
drinks that contained alcohol, under the section read to you, but the 
drink when sold under this section must contain some appreciable 
amount of alcohol; such an amount as a man of ordinary sense, reason 
and judgment, would say that it had alcohol in it.” 

There was evidence that the defendant sold cider 14 days old, (588) 
and another variety called chemical cider, and there was evi- 
dence that the beverage sold contained aleohol ; indeed the witness 
said it made him drunk, and other witnesses said the same beverage 
intoxicated them. The defendant cannot complain of the charge. “When 
the liquid by common knowledge and observation, is intoxicating, the 
court may so declare, but if it is doubtful whether or not it be so, then 
the question of fact is raised for the jury.” 8S. v. Scott, 116 N. C., 1015; 
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S. uv. Grersch, 98 N. C., 720. Upon the same reasoning the court here 
left it to the jury to find whether the “drinks” sold “contained any 
alcohol.” Commonwealth v. Reyburg, 122 Pa. St., 304; Topeka v. Zu 
fall, 40 Kan., 47; S. v. Crawley, 75 Miss., 922. 

No error. 


Ctted: S. v. Piner, 141 N. C., 768; Parker v. Groffith, 151 N. C., 601. 





STATH v. HORTON. 
(Filed 24 October, 1905. ) 


Excusable Hamicide—Offense Malum in Se—Malum Prohrbitum. 


1. Where the defendant, while hunting on lands without written permission 
of the owner, as required by statute, killed the deceased unintentionally, 
and the special verdict having found that the act in which the defendant 
was engaged was not in itself dangerous to human life and negatived all 
idea of negligence: Held, that the case is one of excusable homicide, as 
the offense was malum prohibitum. 


2. An offense malum in se is one which is naturally evil, as murder, theft, and 
the like. Offenses at common law are generally malum in se. An offense 
malum prohibitum, on the eontrary, is not naturally evil, but becomes so in 
consequence of being forbidden. 


Invictment for manslaughter against W. P. Horton, heard by Coun- 
cill, J., and a jury, at April Term, 1905, of Franxiin. The jury ren- 
dered a special verdict, and such verdict and proceedings thereon 

(589) are as follows: 

“That 4 November, 1904, the defendant, W. P. Horton, was 
hunting turkeys on the lands of another; that the following local stat- 
ute, enacted by the General Assembly of 1901, was in force at and in 
the place in which said defendant was hunting, to wit: chapter 410 
Laws 1901; that the said Horton at the time he was so hunting, had 
not the written consent of the owner of said land, or of his lawful agent ; 
that while so engaged in hunting he killed Charlie Hunt, the deceased, 
but that said killing was wholly unintentional; that the shooting of the 
deceased was done while the defendant was under the impression and 
belief that he was shooting at a wild turkey; that the hunting engaged 
in by the defendant was not of itself dangerous to human life, nor was 
he reckless in the manner of hunting or of handling the firearm with > 
which the killing was done; that hunting at that season was not for- 
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bidden under the general game law of the State, but was prohibited 
only by the special statute referred to; that the shooting from which 
the killing resulted was not done in such grossly careless or negligent 
manner as to imply any moral turpitude, or to indicate any indifference 
to the safeguarding of human life; that, but for the said statute herein 
incorporated, the killing of the deceased by defendant does not consti- 
tute any violation of the law. If upon the above findings of fact, the 
court should be of opinion that the defendant is guilty of manslaughter, 
we for our verdict find the defendant guilty of manslaughter, but if the 
~ eourt should be of opinion that the defendant is not guilty, we for our 
verdict find that the defendant is not guilty.” Upon this special finding, 
the court being of opinion that the defendant was guilty of manslaugh- 
ter, so adjudged and ordered a verdict of guilty of manslaughter to be 
entered, and gave judgment that the defendant be imprisoned in the 
county on of Franxurn for a period of four months. Defend- 

ant excepted to the ruling of the court, and appealed from the (590) 
judgment against him, 


Robert D. Gilmer, Attorney-General, for the State. 
F. S. Spruill and W. H. Ruffin for defendant. 


Hoxs, J., after stating the case: It will be noted that the finding of 
the jury declares that the act of the defendant was not in itself danger- 
ous to human life, and excludes every element of criminal negligence, 
and rests the guilt or innocence of the defendant on the fact alone that 
at the time of the homicide the defendant was hunting on another’s land 
without written permission from the owner. The act which applies only 
in the counties of Orange, Franklin and Scotland, makes the conduct 
a misdemeanor, and imposes a punishment on conviction, of not less 
than five nor more than ten dollars. 

The statement sometimes appears in works of approved excellence 
to the effect that an unintentional homicide is a criminal offense when 
occasioned by a person engaged at the time in an unlawful act. In 
nearly every instance, however, will be found the qualification that if 
the act in question 1s free from negligence, and not in itself of dangerous 
tendency, and the criminality must arise, if at all, entirely from the 
fact that 1t is unlawful, in such case, the unlawful act must be one 
that is malum winse and not merely malum prohibitum, and this we 
hold to be the correct doctrine. In Foster’s Crown Law, it is thus stated 
at page 258: “In order to bring a case within this description (excus- 
able homicide) the act upon which death ensueth must.be lawful. For 
if the act be unlawful, I mean if it be malum in se, the case will amount 
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to felony, either murder or manslaughter, as circumstances may vary 
the nature of it. If it be done in prosecution of a felonious intent, it 
will be murder; but if the intent went no further than to commit a bare 

trespass, it will be manslaughter.” At page 259, the same au- 
(591) thor puts an instance with his comments thereon as follows: 

“A shooteth at the poultry of B and by accident killeth a man; 
if his intention was to steal the poultry, which must be collected from 
circumstances, it will be murder by reason of that felonious intent, but. 
if it was done wantonly and without that intention, it will be barely | 
manslaughter. The rule I have laid down supposeth that the act from 
which death ensued was malum im se. For if it was barely malum 
prohibitum, as shooting at game by a person not qualified by statute 
law to keep or use a gun for that purpose, the case of a person so 
offending will fall under the same rule as that of a qualified man. 
For the statutes prohibiting the destruction of the game under certain 
penalties will not, in a question of this kind, enhance the accident be- 
yond its intrinsic moment.” 

One of these disqualifying statutes here referred to as an instance 
of malum prohibitum was an act passed (18 Richard II, chap. 18), | 
to prevent certain classes of persons from keeping dogs, nets or engines 
to destroy game, etc., and the punishment imposed on conviction was one 
year’s imprisonment. There were others imposing a lesser penalty. 

1 Bishop New Criminal Law, sec. 332, treats of the matter as follows: 
“In these cases of an unintended evil result, the intent whence the act 
accidentally sprang must probably be, if specific, to do a thing which 
is malum in se and not merely malum prohibitum.” Thus Archbold 
says: “When a man in the execution of one act, by misfortune or chance 
and not designedly, does another act for which, if he had willfully com- 
mitted, it, he would be lable to be punished—in that case, if the act 
he were doing were lawful or merely malum prohibitum, he shall not 
be punishable for the act arising from misfortune or chance, but if it 
be malum in se, it is otherwise. To illustrate: since it is malum pro- 
hibitum, not malum in se, for an unauthorized person to kill game in 
England contrary to the statute, if, in unlawfully shooting at game, 

he accidentally kills a man, it is no more criminal in him than 
(592) if he were authorized. But, to shoot at another’s fowls, wantonly 

or in sport, an act which is malum in se, though a civil trespass, 
and thereby accidentally to kill a human being is manslaughter. If 
the intent in the shooting were to commit larceny of the fowls, we have 
seen that it would be murder.” To same effect is Estelle v. State, 21 
N. J. Law, 182; Com. v. Adams, 114 Mass., 323. 
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An offense malum i se is properly defined as one which is naturally 
evil as adjudged by the sense of a civilized community, whereas an act 
malum prohibitum is wrong only because made so by statute. For the 
reason that acts mala in se have, as a rule, become criminal offenses 
by the course and development of the common law, an impression has 
sometimes obtained that only acts can be so classified which the common 
law makes criminal, but this is not at all the test. An act can be, and 
frequently is, malum in se, when it amounts only to a civil trespass, 
provided it has a malicious element or manifests an evil nature, or 
wrongful disposition to harm or injure another in his person or property. 
Bishop New Cr. Law, supra; Com. v. Adams, supra. 

The distinction: between the two classes of acts is well stated in 19 
A. & E. (2 Ed.), at p. 705: “An offense malum in se is one which is 
naturally evil, as murder, theft, and the like. Offenses at common law 
are generally malum iw se. An offense malum prohibitum, on the con- 
trary, 1s not naturally an evil, but becomes so in consequence of being 
forbidden.” ee | 

We do not hesitate to declare that the offense of the defendant in 
hunting on the land without written permission of the owner was 
malum prohibitum, and the special verdict having found that the act 
in which the defendant was engaged was not in itself dangerous to 
human life, and -negatived all idea of negligence, we hold that the case 
is one of excusable homicide, and the defendant should be declared 
not guilty. 

We are referred by the Attorney-General to East’s Pleas of (593) 
the Crown, and Hale’s Pleas of the Crown, as authorities | 
against this position. We would be slow indeed to hold that the law 
differed from what these eminent authors declared it to be in their 
day and time, nor are we required to do so, for a careful examination 
of their writings will, we think, confirm the views expressed by the court. 
My Lord Hale does say in volume 1, p. 39, that. “If a man do ex wten- 
tione an unlawful act, tending to the bodily hurt of any person, as by 
striking or beating him, though he did not intend to kill him, but the 
death of the party struck, follow thereby within the year and day; or if 
he strike at one and missing him kill another whom he did not intend, 
this is felony and homicide, and not casualty or per wnfortunium.” “So 
it is, if he be doing an unlawful act though not intending bodily harm 
to any person, as throwing a stone at another’s horse, if it hit a person 
and kill him, this is felony and homicide, and not per wfortunium, 
for the act was voluntary, though the event was not intended, and there- 
fore the act itself being unlawful, he is criminally guilty of the conse- 
quence that follows.” 
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But this author says in treating of the same subject, at pp. 475, 476: 
“So if A throws a stone at a bird, and the stone striketh and killeth 
another to whom he intended no harm, it is per infortunium, but if he 
- had thrown the stone to kill the poultry or cattle of B, and the stone hits 
and kills a bystander, it is manslaughter because the act was unlawful; 
but not murder because he did not maliciously or with intent to hurt the 
bystander . . . By the statute of 33 Henry VIII, chap. 6, no per- 
son not having lands, etc., of the yearly value of one hundred pounds 
per annum may keep or shoot a gun, upon pain of forfeiture of ten 
pounds. Suppose, therefore, such a person, not qualified, shoot with 
a gun at a bird or at crows, and by mischance it kills a bystander, by 
the breaking of the gun or some other accident, that in another case 
would have amounted only to chance-medley, this will be no more than 
chance-medley i in him; for though the statute prohibits him to keep or 

shoot a gun, ee the same was but malum prohibitum, and that 
(594) only under a penalty, and will not enhance the effect beyond its 
nature.” 

Mr. East, while he gives an instance which apparently supports the 
view of the State, in treating further on the subject in volume 1, p. 
255, says: “Homicide in the prosecution of some act or purpose crimi- . 
nal or unlawful in itself, wherein death ensues collaterally to or beside 
the principal intent; I say collaterally to or beside the principal intent 
in order to distinguish this kind of homicide from that before treated 
of under the general head of malice aforethought, where the immediate 
and leading purpose of the mind was destruction to another. And first, 
it is principally to be observed that if the act on which death ensue be 
malum im se, it will be murder or manslaughter according to the cir- 
cumstances; if done in the prosecution of a felonious intent, however, 
the death ensued against or beside the intent of the party, it will be 
murder; but if the intent went no further than to commit a bare tres- 
pass, it will be manslaughter. As where A shoots at the poultry of B, 
and by accident kills a man; if his intent were to steal the poultry, 
which must be collected from circumstances, it will be murder by reason 
of the felonious intent; but if it were done wantonly and without that 
intent, 1t will be barely manslaughter. A whips a horse on which B is 
riding, whereupon the horse springs out and runs over a child and kills 
it; this is manslaughter in A and misadventure in B.” And again, at 
page 257: “So if one be doing an unlawful act, though not intending 
bodily harm to any person, as throwing at anather s horse, if it hit a 
person and kill him, it is manslaughter. Yet in each case it seems that 
the guilt would rather depend on one or other of these circumstances; 
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either that the act might probably breed danger or that it was done 
with a mischievous intent.” 

So we have it that both Sir Matthew Hale and Mr. East, to whom we 
were referred as supporting the claim of guilt, declared that the act 
must be malum in se, and the instances given by them show 
that these writers had this qualification in mind whenever they (595) 
state the doctrine in more general terms. | 

Sir William Blackstone also 4 Com., 192, 193: “And in general when 
an involuntary killing happens in consequence of an unlawful act, it 
will be either murder or manslaughter, according to the nature of the 
act which occasions it. If it be in prosecution of a felonious intent, or 
its consequences naturally tended to bloodshed, it will be murder; but 
if no more was intended than a mere civil trespass, it will be man- 
slaughter”— citing Foster’s Criminal Law. We take it that the dis- 
tinguished commentator must have intended only such civil trespasses 
as involve an element malum in se, as he cites Foster’s Criminal Law, 
and this author, as we have seen, states the qualification suggested. 

Again, we are cited by the State to an instance put by Hast at p. 
269: “But though the weapons be of a dangerous nature yet if they 
be not directed by the person, using them against each other, and so no 
danger to be reasonably apprehended, and if death casually ensue, it is 
but manslaughter; as if persons be shooting at game, or butts, or any 
other lawful object, and a bystander be killed. And it makes no differ- 
ence with respect to game whether the party be qualified or not, but if 
the act be unlawful in itself, as shooting at deer in another’s park with- 
out leave, though m sport and without any felonious intent, whereby 
a bystander is killed, it will be manslaughter; but if the owner had 
given leave or the party had been shooting in his own park, it would 
only have been misadventure.” Lord Hale, at page 475, gives the same 
instance. And it is urged that this instance is sracily similar to the 
one before us, but not so. 

According to Sir William Blackstone, 2 Com., 415: “For some time 
prior to the Norman Conquest, every freeholder had the full liberty 
of sporting upon his own territories, provided he abstained from 
the king’s forests, as is fully expressed in the laws of Canute (596) 
and Edward the Confessor. Cuique enim in proprio fundo 
quamlibet feram quoquo modo venari permissum.” And further on it 
is said: “That if a man shoots game on another’s private ground and 
kills it there, the property belongs to him on whose ground it was killed. 
The property arising ratione solr . . . On the Norman Conquest, 
a new doctrine took place, and the right of pursuing and taking all 
beasts of chase or venary, and such other animals as were accounted 
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game, was then held to belong to the king, or to such only as were 
authorized under him.” Again: “But if the king reserve to himself 
the forests for his own exclusive diversion, so he granted from time to 
time, other tracts of land to his subjects under the name of chases or 
parks, or gave them license to make such in their own parks. And, by 
the common law, no one is at hberty to take or kill any beast of chase 
but such as hath an ancient chase or park.” In Enc. Brittanica we read 
that the chases or parks were much the same, except that the parks 
were enclosed, having a tendency to make the game, contained therein, 
more completely and exclusively the property of the owner. Anyone 
who entered them was a trespasser, and in shooting the game therein, 
his act can be likened to that of the case put by Foster, East and Lord 
- Hale, where one wantonly shot another’s chicken. He was engaged in 
the effort to destroy another’s property, and the act could well be con- 
sidered malum in se. But not so here. We have never transplanted 
to this country either the Saxon or Norman theory as to the right to 
take and appropriate game. Here, it is considered the property of the 
captor, except perhaps, in the case of bees. 

It is said m Cooley on Torts: “As regards beasts of chase, the 
English law is that 1f a hunter shoots and captures a beast on the land 
of another, the property is in him as in the owner of the land. Under 

the civil law, the property passed to the captor. And such is 
(597) believed to be the recognized rule in America, even where the 
| capture has been effected by means of a trespass on another’s 
land.” S. v. House, 65 N. C., 315. | | 

The act of the defendant, therefore, was not in the effort to destroy 
another’s property, but was strictly malum prohibitum. S. v. Vines, 
93 N. C., 493, and S. v. Dorsey, 118 Ind., 167, are cases apparently 
opposed to our present decision, but neither is really so. In 8S. v. Vines 
the sport was imminently dangerous, amounting to recklessness; and in 
S. v. Dorsey the element of criminal negligence was also present, and 
in this case a State statute governing the construction was given much 
weight. Neither the one case nor the other required any critical ex- 
amination of the doctrine as sometimes stated, that an unintentional 
homicide, occasioned when in the commission of an unlawful act, is 
manslaughter. The verdict in the case before us negatives both the 
elements of guilt (present in these two cases), declaring that the act. 
was not in itself dangerous and that the defendant was not negligent. 

Again, it has been called to our attention that courts of the highest 
authority have declared that the distinction between malum prohibitum 
and malum im se is unsound, and has now entirely disappeared. Our 
own court so held in Sharp v. Farmer, 20 N. C., 255, and decisions to- 
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the same effect have been made several times since. Said Ruffin, C. J., 
in Sharp v. Farmer: “The distinction between an act malum in se and 
one malum prohibitum was never sound and is entirely disregarded, for 
the law would be false to itself if it allowed a party through its tribunals 
to derive advantage from a contract made against the intent and ex- 
press provisions of the law.” It will be noted that this decision was 
on a case involving the validity of a contract, and the principle there 
established is undoubtedly correct. The fact, however, that the judge 
who delivered the opinion uses the words “was never sound,” and 

that other opinions to the same effect use the words “has disap- (598) 
peared,” shows that the distinction has existed; and it existed 

too at a time when this feature in the law of hamacde was established. 
And we are well assured that because the courts, in administering the 
law on the civil side of the docket, have come to the conelusion that a 
principle once established is unsound and should be rejected, this 
should not have the effect of changing the character of an act from 
innocence to guilt, which had its status fixed when the distinction was 
recognized and enforced. 

It was further suggested that the homicide was one of the very results 
which the statute was designed to prevent, and to excuse the defendant 
would be contrary to the policy of the act. But this can hardly be 
seriously maintained. It will be noted that it was not the owner of the 
land who was killed, but the defendant’s comrade in the hunt; and 
of a certainty, if our Legislature thought that conduct like that of the 
defendant was dangerous and the statute was designed to protect human 
life, some other penalty would have been imposed than a fine of “not less 
than five dollars and not more than ten.” It is more reasonable to con- 
clude that the act in its purpose was designed to prevent and suppress 
petty trespasses and annoyances, such as leaving open gate, throwing 
down fences, treading over crops, etc. 

The special verdict having established that the act of the defendant 
was entirely accidental, it is a relief that we can declare him innocent 
in accordance with accepted doctrine, and that in the case at bar the 
law can be administered in mercy as well as justice. Quoting again 
from that eminent judge and humane and enlightened man, Sir Michael 
Foster: “And where the rigor of law bordereth upon injustice, mercy 
should, if possible, interpose in the administration. It is not the part 
of the judges to be perpetually hunting after forfeitures, where the 
heart is free from guilt. They are ministers appointed by the Crown 
for the ends of public justice, and should have written on their 


hearts the solemn engagement His Majesty is under to cause: 


_law and justice in merey to be executed in all, his judgments.” (599) 
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We know that in this spirit the judge below dealt with the defendant 
and his cause; for though the judgment of his Honor impelled him to 
the conclusion of guilt, he imposed the lightest punishment permissible 
for the offense. | | 

There was error in holding the defendant guilty, and, on the facts 
declared, a verdict of not guilty should be directed and the defendant 
discharged. 

Reversed. 


Waker, J., concurs in result only. 
Cited: 8. v. Powell, 141 N. C., 789; 8. v. Carrawan, 142 N. C., 576; 


S. v. Stitt, 146 N. C., 647; 8S. v. Trollinger, 162 N. C., 622; 8S. v. Me- 
Iver, 175 N. C., 766; 8. v. Gray, 180 N. C., 700. 





STATE vy. McINTYRBE. 
(Filed 7 November, 1905.) 


Intoxicating Liquors, Possession of—Statute- Construed. 


1. Under the provisions of section 20, chapter 800, Laws 1905, providing that it 
shall be unlawful for any person to have in his possession more than two 
gallons of whiskey at any one time, and the possession of a greater quan- . 
tity shall be prima facie evidence that such person is engaged in the illegal 
sale of liquor, the Legislature only intended to give the possession of more 
than two gallons of whiskey evidential force on the charge of illegal sale, 
and did not intend to make the possession of such quantity of whiskey in 
itself a crime. 


InpictmENnT against William McIntyre, heard by Moore, J., and a 
jury, at August Term, 1905 of CumBeErianp. 

There was a verdict of guilty, and from the judgment thereon, the 
defendant appealed. 


( 600) Robert D. Gilmer, Attorney-General, for the State. 
Thos. H. Sutton and N. A. Sinclawr for defendant. 


Hoxsz, J. The defendant was indicted under the law regulating the 
sale of intoxicating liquors in Cumberland County, for having in his 
possession and under his control more than two gallons of whiskey at 
one time with intent to sell the same. 
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The statutes under which the defendant was convicted (Laws 1903, 
chap. 125, and Laws 1905, chap. 800), contain no such offense as that 
specifically charged in the bill of indictment. They make it unlawful 
to rectify, manufacture, sell or otherwise dispose of, for gain, intoxicat- 
ing liquors, ete., establish minute regulations for the sale of whiskey 
by druggists for medicinal purposes, and impose specific duties on vari- 
ous officers in enforcement of the acts, but, nowhere, so far as we can 
discover, make it indictable to have in possession whiskey with intent 
to sell. | 

It is argued that under section 20, chapter 800, Laws 1905, “the hav- 
ing in possession more than two gallons of spirituous liquors” is un- 
lawful, and rejecting the concluding words of the charge “with intent 
to sell,” as surplusage, the indictment would contain a distinct and sub- 
stantive offense, made criminal by the law. We do not think, however, 
that this was the intent of the Legislature, nor is it a correct interpre- 
tation of the section. The statute had already clearly defined the acts, 
made criminal so far as individuals were concerned, imposing specific 
and severe punishment for its violation, and is here dealing with the ad- 
ministrative features of the law. The entire section reads: “That it 
shall be unlawful for any person to have in his or her possession, or 
under his or her control, more than two gallons of spirituous liquors 
or more than five gallons of malt liquors at any one time, and the 
possession of a greater quantity shall be prima facte evidence (601) 
that such person is engaged in the illegal sale of liquor.” This 
is all in one sentence, and the latter part of it, “shall be prema facte 
evidence,” gives clear indication that it was the only effect contemplated 
as the result of forbidden possession contained in the first part of the 
sentence—the correct interpretation being that the Legislature only 
intended to give the possession of more than two gallons of whiskey 
evidential force on the charge of illegal sale, and did not intend to create 
a distinct and substantive offense. 

We are confirmed in this conclusion by the consideration that there 
is grave doubt if it 1s in the power of the Legislature to make the mere 
ownership or possession of a given amount of whiskey in itself a crime. 
The right to own property is ordinarily one of the rights regarded as 
fundamental, which may not be forbidden, forfeited or interfered with 
by legislation except in the assertion of eminent domain or in the ex- 
ercise of the police power. Only in the rarest instances can the police 
power be called on to regulate or control the conduct of individuals in 
the privacy of their own homes, or when not involving any relationship 
to others or the public. | 
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Ji is true that the Supreme Court of the United States in Mugles v. 
Kansas, 123 U. 8., 62, and in several cases since that time, has given 
decided intimation that the police power can lawfully be extended to 
almost any phase of the use of spirituous liquors, and that the Legisla- 
ture’ must determine the extent of its existence. And this is aes | 
the general trend of the modern decisions on the subject. 

At the same time, no legislation, so far as we recall, has as yet gone 
to the extent of making the mere ownership or possession of whiskey 
a crime except perhaps in furtherance of a State monopoly when in aid 

of the State’s revenue. “They have all stopped short of dealing 

(602) with private consumption of whiskey,” says a recent writer on 

~ the subject. The only one we have discovered which approaches 

the extent claimed for the present law, was one in the State of West Vir- 

ginia, making it a crime to keep in possession spirituous liquors for 

another, and this was declared unconstitutional by the Supreme Court 
of that State. 8. v. Gilman, 38 W. Va., 146. 

The Court does not desire or intend to express an opinion on this very 
important question. The comments are only made in support of the 
position that the act in question, from the context and the casual and 
incidental way in which it is expressed, does not, and does not intend 
_ to, make the possession of whiskey in itself a crime, but that such pos- 

session of the prohibited quantity was only evidential in prosecution 
for the illegal sale of spirituous liquors, made criminal by other sec- 
tions of the act. | 

We hold that no crime is charged against the defendant in the bill 
of indictment, and the judgment against him must be ee | 

Judgment arrested. | 


—Otted: S.v. Dunn, 158 N. C., 654; 8. ¢., 159 N. C., 472; 8S. v. Watkins, 
164 N. C., 427, 429. | 





STATE v. HORNER. 
(Filed 15 November, 1905.) 
 Homicide—Confessions—Argument of Counsel—Self-Defense— 7 
Resisting Arrest—Hvidence. 


1. Confessions, obtained by threats made, or inducements held out, to persons 
under arrest, or surrounded with a number of pursuers, or otherwise so 
situated as to render it doubtful whether they were freely and voluntarily 
made, cannot be used against a person charged with a crime. 
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2. Where, however, it appears that no inducements were offered the prisoner 
and no threats made, and after the arrest he was treated kindly, and did 
- not seem to be excited or afraid, and began the conversation on the way 
'- to jail, with those who had arrested him, the fact that the prisoner was 
tied and had been shot by those who arrested him and two men were in 
the wagon with him and three or four others following, does not render 

his confession, made under such circumstances, inadmissible. 


8. Exceptions relating to the language of counsel must ordinarily be left to 
the discretion of the trial judge, and this Court will not review his discre- 
tion unless it is apparent that the impropriety of counsel was gross and 
well calculated to prejudice the jury. . 


4, Unless an exception to language used by counsel is iter: either at ine time 
the language is used, or by request to the court to instruct the jury that 
they must disregard the objectionable eneuaee it cannot be assigned as 
error. 


5. ‘There is a difference between arguments addressed to the jury, which are 
either illogical or irrelevant, and the use of abusive and degrading epi- 
thets or characterization of parties or witnesses. 


6. Where the prisoner knew that the deceased was a deputy sheriff, and that he 
had a warrant for his arrest for a misdemeanor, it was his duty to submit 
to arrest, and in resisting it, with a gun in his hand, it is not open to him 
to say that he acted in self-defense, and this is not affected by the fact 
that the officer was not justified in shooting him to make the arrest. 


8. Where a man puts himself in a state of resistance and openly defies the 
officers of the law, he is not allowed to take advantage of his own wrong, 
if his life is thereby endangered, and set up the excuse of self-defense. 


Inpicrment for murder against Jas. K. Horner, heard by (604) 
Ward, J., and a jury, at August Term, 1905, of Onanaz. From 
a verdict of murder in the second degre nd the sentence thereon, the 
prisoner appealed. 7 7 


Robert D. Gilmer, Attorney-General, and ne & Bryant for the 
State. 

Boone & Reade, 8. M. Gattes, P. C. Graham, and J. W. ahi for 
prisoner. oo 


. Connor, J. Prisoner was charged with the murder of one Nichols, 
a deputy sheriff. Deceased was endeavoring to arrest prisoner, having 
in his hands a warrant for a misdemeanor. After a verdict of murder 
in the second degree, followed by a judgment, prisoner appeals, assign- 
ing a number of errors in his Honor’s rulings. It is not necessary to 
consider all of the exceptions because if there is no element of self-de- 
fense disclosed in the testimony, his Honor correctly instructed the 
jury that they should find the prisoner guilty of manslaughter at least. 
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There is no exception pointed to the instruction in regard to murder in 
the second degree. The first exception is directed to the admission of 
evidence tending to show a confession. The State introduced one G. C. 
Ray, who testified that he assisted in bringing prisoner to jail. He had 
been shot by those who arrested him. Did not seem to be suffering very 
much from the shot. After traveling two or three miles, prisoner began 
the conversation. T'wo men were with him in the wagon, three or four 
others following on horse and in buggy. He was tied but had stated 
that tying did not hurt him. There was a bed in the wagon and he 
seemed to be comfortable. No inducements were offered him 

(605) and no threats made. He did not seem to be excited. Dr. Jor- 
dan was called who testified that he examined prisoner after 

he was arrested and found that his neck was peppered with small shot— 
seemed to be suffering some pain; was feeble from having been in the 
woods for some time without nourishment. He was complaining of a 
dislocated shoulder. Witness set his shoulder and had food provided 
for him. After the arrest he was kindly treated, no indignities were 
offered him—seemed to be perfectly sound in mind. Did not seem to 
be afraid when the guard started with him to jail. The court found 
that the statement was voluntary. Witness Ray was asked to state 
what he said. Prisoner objected—objection overruled and prisoner ex- 
cepted. Witness stated that prisoner asked when Nichols died and what 
part of his body he was shot. He said that Nichols acted too hastily 

' in following him and that he had acted too hastily in shooting him. 
That Nichols had lost his life and he would now lose his. He said that 
he told Nichols that he was not going to be arrested by him; that 
Nichols said he would arrest him; that he told Nichols if he followed 
him he would shoot him; that Nichols did follow him and that when 
he got within five or six feet of him, he turned and shot. Witness asked 
him who shot first and he said that some of them told him that Nichols 
shot at him first with a pistol. The exception cannot be sustained. 
This Court has uniformly refused to permit confessions, obtained by 
threats made, or inducements held out, to persons under arrest, or sur- 
rounded with a number of pursuers or otherwise so situated as to render 
it doubtful whether they were freely and voluntarily made to be used 
against a person charged with crime. We have no disposition to depart 
from or weaken the salutary and humane principle upon which the 
decisions are based. We fully approve the language of Mr. Justice 
Reade, in S. v. Dildy, 72 N. C., 325, in regard to the admissability 
of confessions. We think, however, that the confession made in 
this case comes directly within the exception “when he volun- 

(606) tarily opens the door and invites us in.” The testimony of Ray 
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and Dr. Jordan brings the case clearly within the decisions of this Court 
in S. v. Whitfield, 109 N. C., 876; S. v. Daniels, 184 N. C., 641; 8. wv. 
Hxum, 188 N. C., 599. The next exception is directed to the language 
used by the counsel for the State referring to the prisoner as an “out- 
law.” It appears that counsel, assisting the solicitor in his opening 
speech, argued that from the evidence prisoner was an outlaw to which 
no objection was made. Counsel for prisoner replied vigorously to the 
language used by counsel for State. The solicitor in his closing argument 
referred to the criticism of the counsel for prisoner and argued that 
upon the evidence prisoner was an outlaw. Prisoner’s counsel objected 
and asked the court to hold that such language was improper. His 
’ Honor did not respond to this request. The solicitor then stated, that 
as he understood it, an outlaw was a man who put himself beyond and 
outside the reach of the law. That prisoner admitted that he had been 
indicted in the State and Federal courts, and that when the officer . 
came to arrest him, he would not go with him, etc., and he submitted 
to the jury that from these facts the imputation that he was an outlaw 
was not an unjust one, but was warranted from all the facts and cir- 
cumstances of the case. To these remarks prisoner excepted. As has been 
frequently said by the court in passing upon exceptions to language 
used by counsel, it is difficult to define the line between that which rests 
in the sound discretion of the presiding judge and that which, as a 
matter of law, is subject to revision upon exception and appeal. The 
exception was duly and in apt time, taken and the question is fairly 
presented whether the language of the solicitor falls within the prohib- 
ited domain of debate as being prejudicial to the prisoner. Reade, J., 
in Jenkins v. Ore Co., 65 N. C., 568, says: “It is difficult to lay down- 
the line, further than to say, that it must ordinarily be left to 

the discretion of the judge who tries the cause; and this Court (607) 
will not review his discretion unless it is apparent that the im- 

propriety of counsel was gross, and well calculated to prejudice the 
jury.” It is settled by this Court that unless exception is taken, either 
at the time the language is used, or by request to the court to instruct 
the jury that they must disregard the objectionable language it cannot 
be assigned as error. The cases are collected and discussed in S. v. 
‘Tyson, 1383 N. C., 692. The solicitor did not apply the term “outlaw” 
to the prisoner in the sense in which it is used in the statute, as one 
who was to be dealt with otherwise than by the procedure provided for 
the trial of those charged with crime. It is not very clear in what way 
or for what purpose the term was used or intended to impress the jury. 
The fact that he was being tried according to the forms of law excluded 
the idea that 1t was contemplated that the jury should convict otherwise 
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than as they were sworn and charged according to the law and the evi- 
dence. It would seem that counsel were indulging in that kind of. license 
which poets claim and are permitted to indulge. We cannot think that 
the jury in the light of the charge of the court, supposed that they were. 
trying the question submitted to them by the solicitor, whether upon 
the evidence, the argument that he was an outlaw, was justified. There 
is a difference between arguments addressed to the jury, which are 
either illogical or irrelevant, and the use of abusive and degrading epi- 
thets or characterization of parties or witnesses. The former may be 
disposed of in reply, or, either of its own motion, or upon request by 
the court; they are usually disposed of by the common sense and intelli- 
gence of the jury. Abusive epithets or denunciatory characterizations, 
unless counteracted, are calculated to prejudice the minds of jurors, 
arouse their passions and unsettle their judgments. It is a matter of 
: common observation that a charge made against a man without 
(608) foundation, will make but little and only temporary lodgment in 
the mind of others, whereas an odious or degrading name or 

term of reproach once attaching to a person will follow and degrade him 
for years. No one was contending in this case, nor was it material to 
the guilt of the defendant to maintain the proposition that the deputy 
sheriff would have been justified upon the testimony in shooting the 
prisoner. The question, whether he had placed himself beyond or outside 
the protection of the law, was not involved in the issue. It was rather 
whether, assuming that the officer lawfully shot at him, the pris- 
oner’s attitude and conduct was such that he could, even in self-defense, 
take the life of the officer. In many cases the attitude of both parties 
precludes a successful defense when charged with felonious homicide. 
While it would have been eminently proper for the judge, in his charge, 
to have said to the jury that they should discard from their minds all — 
that was said in regard to the prisoner being an outlaw, and doubtless 
he would have done so, it is manifest that in his opinion that and very 
~much more of the argument became irrelevant because of the instruction 
which he gave in regard to the law of the case. While we do not com- 
mend the use of any term of reproach in regard to a witness, and cer- 
tainly not to a defendant on trial, we cannot say that the breach of 
privilege is gross or manifestly prejudicial. The prosecuting officer is 
in a sense and, in a very important sense, a judicial officer and aids the 
court and jury in the administration of the criminal law. He should 
use a sound judicial discretion, both in respect to the evidence he will 
offer and the arguments he will use to aid the jury in arriving at a cor- 
rect verdict. Representing the people of the State, he wishes no ver- 
dict against the citizen unless it is the result of truthful, competent testi- 
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mony, considered in the ght of fair, legitimate argument. We are sure 
such is the rule by which the prosecuting officers of the State are 

guided. While we do no think that upon principle and decided (609) 
eases, the language used, and the course pursued would entitle 

the prisoner to a new trial, it is manifest that, in the light of the in- 
struction given the jury, no harm in this respect was done the prisoner. 
His Honor instructed the jury that the testimony considered in the light 
most favorable to prisoner made him guilty of manslaughter at least. 
The exception to this instruction is based upon the contention that in 
certain aspects of the testimony, if believed by the jury, the homicide 
was se defendo. For the purpose of: passing upon this exception, the 
testimony of prisoner in his own behalf, together with other testimony 
from which the most favorable inferences could be drawn, should alone 
be considered. The State introduced A. W. Breez, a deputy sheriff, who 
testified that deceased had a warrant for prisoner charging him with a 
misdemeanor. That witness went with deceased to make the arrest— 
drove into the yard—no one in house—saw prisoner’s wife and sister in 
the yard. Deceased searched the house, did not find prisoner. Started 
towards the house of prisoner’s son, when deceased said: “Yonder is 
Knapp now.” He was squatted down behind a tree with a gun in his 
lap. Deceased said he would go and talk with him. Just as he got to 
him, deceased said, “If you will meet me at "Squire Terry’s tomorrow at 
2 or 3 o’clock, I will summon witnesses and go back home.” Prisoner 
said, “I will go with you nowhere—no such trash as you are, and if you 
follow me I will shoot you.” Deceased called to witness to come on. 
Prisoner walked further back into the woods. Witness got out of buggy 
and fastened mule—‘“just as I got last trace undone, heard both shots 
fired at same time. I started in a run and met Nichols about ten steps 
on side next to road.” Witness described condition of deceased; his lan- 
guage in regard to the extent of his wounds—that he was bound to die, 
ete., and further that he said, “Defendant Horner shot first and he shot 
next; that Horner ran after he shot; that they were not five steps 


_ apart, he said he did not try to hit defendant and that defendant (610) 


just flung his gun around and shot.” He further testified in re- 

gard to seeing the warrant and finding pistol in pocket of deceased, one 
_ chamber empty, etc. It was in evidence, that deceased had gone to pris- 
oner’s house with warrant before, but had not arrested him. 

Prisoner testified: “I was in the woods; dog had treed a squirrel. 
Nichols and Breez came on down the road. Nichols called to me and I 
answered. He said come on and go with me; had a warrant; he read it. 
I said IJ am not going to do it; he said if I would promise to be at ’Squire 
Terry’s tomorrow at 3 o’clock, he would go. I refused. He came on me 
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and said to me (with an oath) ‘if you do not go with me I am going to 
shoot you.’ Then I picked up gun and walked off; he shot at me; I ran 
about fifty yards; he shot again and I threw gun around and shot. I 
was golng away from him; was out there for a squirrel. I ran against 
a tree when he was after me; knew that deceaséd was a deputy sheriff.” 
Witness also testified that deceased came to his house that morning with 
the warrant and that he, prisoner, said that he had done nothing, wanted 
to see the prosecutrix who had sworn out the warrant and fix it up. That 
he went into the house to get his shoes and came back; deceased drew 
his gun on him and cursed him, saying he was going to kill him. Pris- 
oner had no gun when he came out of the house; deceased had a gun. 
There was other testimony in regard to the conduct and language of the 
parties at the prisoner’s house in the morning, also by witnesses who 
heard the two shots in the woods. Taking the testimony of the prisoner 
to be true, and we find nothing in the other testimony more favorable to 
him, we concur with his Honor that the plea of self-defense cannot be 
sustained. He admits the homicide with a deadly weapon, thereby tak- 

ing upon himself the burden of showing that he was acting in self 
(611) defense. The deceased was acting strictly in the line of his duty in 

endeavoring to make the arrest and the prisoner was, upon his own 
showing, avoiding if not resisting arrest. The principle governing the 
case is thus stated by Pearson, C. J., in State v. Garrett, 60 N. C., 145. 
“When a man puts himself in a state of resistance and openly iene. the 
officers of the law, he is not allowed to take advantage of his own wrong, 
if his life is thereby endangered, and set up the excuse of self-defense.” 
The application of this principle to prisoner’s testimony sustains his 
Honor in saying to the jury that he was guilty of manslaughter at the 
least. 21 A. & E., (2 Ed.), 122; Talbert v. State, 71 Miss., 179 (42 A. M. 
Rep., 454); 8.0. Shaw, 73 Vt., 149; S. v. Alford, 80 N. C., 445. The 
prisoner knew that deceased was a deputy sheriff and that he had a war- 
rant for his arrest. It was his duty to submit to arrest, and in resisting 
it, with a gun in his hand, it is not open to him to say that he acted in 
self-defense. Conceding that, as he was going away from the officer, re- 
fusing to submit to arrest, the officer was not justified in shooting him 
to make the arrest, does not affect his right to kill. If there was a neces- 
sity to shoot the deceased to save his life, it was the result of his unlaw- 
ful act in resisting the mandate of the law. The position of the prisoner 
is similar in this respect to one who brings on or provokes a difficulty, 
and in the progress of it, kills. It is not se defendo because he brought 
on the necessity. This : elementary and uniformly sustained by numer- 
ous cases in our own and other jurisdictions. The learned counsel for 
the prisoner calls to our attention many authorities discussing and defin- 


474 


N. €.] FALL TERM, 1905. 


STATE v. JONES. 


ing the power and right of the officer in making arrests. We concur 
with his views upon that question, but as we have said, and his Honor 
held, that is not the test of the prisoner’s guilt. It may be that the 
prisoner was right in saying that both acted hastily, but he was 
in the wrong in refusing to submit to arrest, and the law fixes the (612) 
responsibility for the homicide upon him. If the killing is of 
malice, it 1s murder; if premeditated, it is murder in the first degree— 
in no aspect is it in self-defense. This view renders it unnecessary to 
consider the numerous exceptions to the refusal of his Honor to give 
‘special instruction, many of which were correct propositions of law, but 
not applicable testimony. His Honor correctly instructed the jury in 
respect to the difference between manslaughter and murder and the dif- 
ferent degrees of murder. We have examined the record with the care 
which the result of our conclusion demands. His case was argued by coun- 
sel with a wealth of learning and ability. He chose to resist arrest for a 
misdemeanor and brought upon himself the awful crime of which, wpon 
his own testimony, he stands properly convicted. It must be certified 
that there 1s 

No error. 


Cited: S.v, Durham, 141 N. C., 742, 757; Wilson v. R. B., 142 N.C., 
342, 346; S. v. Kincard, 1b., 659; S. v. Drakeford, 162 N. ©., 671; 8. v. 
McClure, 166 N, C., 331; 8S. v. Lance, 1b., 412; S. v. Cooper, 170 N. C., 
721; 8. v. Lowery, ib., 784; 8. v. Bowden, 175 N. C., 795. 





STATE v. JONES. 
(Filed 15 November, 1905.) 


Towns — Eminent Domain — Condemnation Proceedings — Notice to 
Landowner—Payment of Damages—Method of Appratsal—Conshi- 
tutional Law. 


1. The charter of Creedmoor (chap. 398, Private Laws 1905), with reference to 
condemnation of streets, which provides for notice when the landowner’s 
property is to be appraised and his compensation fixed, is valid though it 
makes no provision for notifying him of contemplated action by the com- 
missioners. 


2. While a landowner is not entitled to notice, when the Legislature, or the 
commissioners to whom it has delegated its power, appropriates his prop- 
erty to a public use, he is, however, entitled to notice and a hearing when 
his compensation is fixed. 
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8. An assessment for damages in a condemnation proceeding need not be by a 
' jury of twelve freeholders—it is not a controversy within the meaning of 
the Bill of Rights. . 


4, The provision of the charter of Creedmoor that one of the appraisers shail 
be appointed by the commissioners and giving the landowner the right 
to appoint one, and those two shall select a third, with a right of appeal 
to the Superior Court, is valid, though it omits to provide for the appoint- 
ment of an appraiser if the landowner refuses and though all the apprais- 
ers are freeholders of the town. 


5. As soon as the commissioners, in the exercise of the powers delegated to 
them, appropriated the land to a public street, they had the right Bu enter 
and open it without awaiting the bayment of damages. 


6. The requirement that the report of appraisers shall lie in the mayor’s office 
for ten days for purposes of investigation and appeal, and that unless an 
appeal is taken from such report “the land so appraised shall stand con- 
demned for the use of the town and the price fixed shall be paid,’ etc., 
applies only to the procedure for fixing the price to be paid and means 
that if no appeal is taken from the appraised value, the land shall stand 
condemned at such value, and the appeal does not postpone the right. of 
entry. 


Connor, J., dissenting. 


(614)  Inpricrment for forcible trespass against Jesse Jones, and oth- 

ers, heard by Councill, J., and a jury, at July Term, 1905, of 
GRraNvILLE. Upon a special verdict, setting out the facts, his Honor ad- 
judged the defendants not guilty and the State appealed. 


Winston & Bryant and Graham & pou with the Attorney-General, 
for the State. 
B.S. Royster and T. T. Hicks for as anants 


Brown, J. The defendants, acting under the authority of the Board 
of Commissioners of the Town of Creedmoor, entered upon certain land 
of S. H. Rogers, the prosecuting witness, within the said town and pro- 
ceeded to open and lay out a public street. Rogers was present and ob- 
jected. We assume that the acts of the defendant, Lyon, who was mayor, 
and his associates, constituted a forcible trespass unless they were duly 
authorized to enter upon and take possession of said land and open it as a 
public street. At a meeting of the board on 16 May, 1905, the commis- 
sioners adopted a resolution condemning the land, upon otic the tres- 
pass is charged to have been committed, for use as a public street and 
directing that it be opened. The resolution provided for the appoint- 
ment of an appraiser on behalf of the town and for notice to Rogers to 
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select his appraiser, and fix a time and place for Rogers and his ap- 
praiser to meet the town appraiser on the pres to fix the compensa- 
tion. | 

The town of Creedmoor was chartered by the General Assembly, Pri- 
vate Laws 1905, chapter 398. Section 15 of the act gives to the com- 
missioners plenary power to condemn land for streets, sidewalks and for 
other town purposes, and makes it their duty to keep the streets in repair, 
Section 17 prescribes the machinery for condemning land for streets or 
for other town purposes, and provides that the value shall be appraised 
by three freeholders of said town qualified to act as jurors and not con- 
nected by blood or marriage with the landowner or officially with 
the:town. ‘The section also provides for an appeal. In case no (615) 
appeal is taken within ten days the condemnation proceedings 
are final and the money awarded shall be paid from the town funds. 

So far as we can see, the authorities of the town acted in strict con- 
formity to the act in passing the resolution condemning the property. 
They appointed an appraiser and notified Rogers to select one. The 
fact that he refused and that he appealed to the Superior Court could 
not have the effect to delay the opening of the street until the appeal was 
finally determined. The appeal was not from the resolution condemning 
and appropriating the land to a public use. That was a legislative ex 
parte act of which Rogers was not entitled to notice and to which he 
could not be a party. The appeal was necessarily from the report of the 
appraisers fixing the compensation. As we shall hereafter see, the delay | 
occasioned thereby in the payment of the money could not stay the sov- 
ereign power in taking possession of the land. 

We agree with the Attorney-General that if the provisions of the char- 
ter of Creedmoor are insufficient so that the power of eminent domain 
cannot be lawfully exercised by the town authorities, the defendants 
would be guilty. It is objected that the charter makes no provision for 
notice to the landowner, and, therefore, defendants cannot justify under 
it. Mr, Mills, in his ‘work on Eminent Domain, states that notice is not 
absolutely necessary. Seizure is constructive notice and the charter 
of the proceeding gives notice to the world. Section 94. But we hold that, 
while the landowner was not entitled to notice, when the Legislature, or 
the commissioners to whom it has delegated its powers, appropriated 
his property to a public use, he was, however, entitled to notice and a 
‘hearing when his compensation was fixed. Mr, Elliott, in his work on 
Roads and Streets, sec. 260, examines this question carefully and 
says: “It is, howey er, held in most of the cases which have given (616) 
the subject careful eonsideration that a statute will be valid whiek 
determines without any interference a question of the necessity for the 
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appropriation, or submits it without providing for notice to an inferior 
tribunal, but that a statute which undertakes to determine the question 
of compensation or to submit it to commissioners or appraisers, without 
_ providing for notice, is unconstitutional.” The same author says, in sec. 
198: “There are some courts of high authority which hold that although 
notice is indispensable, it is not essential to the validity of the statute 
that it should provide for notice, and that it is sufficient if due notice is 
actually given.” The authorities he cites are from some of the ablest 
courts in this country and fully support the author’s views. 

Of what steps and proceedings is the landowner entitled to notice. 
2 Lewis, Eminent ‘Domain, sec. 66, answers the question as follows: 
“All questions relating to the exercise of the eminent domain power 
and which are political in their nature and rest in the exclusive con- 
trol and discretion of the Legislature may be determined without notice 
to the owner of the property to be affected. Whether the particular 
work or improvement shall be made or the particular property taken are 
questions of this character and the owner is not entitled to a hearing 
thereon as a matter of right. 

Other authorities hold the same view. The Supreme Court of Ohio 
says: “It is not upon the question of the appropriation of lands for 
public use, but upon that of compensation for lands so appropriated, that 
the owner is entitled of right to a hearing in court and the verdict of a 
jury.” Zimmerman v. Canfield, 42 Ohio, St., 463. To the same effect, 
see People v. R. R., 160 N. Y., 225. 

While the charter of Creedmoor makes no provision for notifying the 

landowners of contemplated action by the commissioners, it pro- 
(617) vides for ample notice when the landowner’s property is to be ap- 

praised and his compensation fixed. In fact, it gives him the 
right to appoint one of the appraisers and provides that one shall be 
appointed by the commissioners and those two shall select a third. The 
charter further provides that the report of the appraisers shall be signed 
by at least two of them and shall be filed with the mayor and “lie in his 
office ten days and be subject to inspection.” It also provides for an ap- 
peal to the Superior Court by the landowner if he is dissatisfied. Giving 
the landowner the right to select one of the appraisers and the right of 
appeal are tantamount to an express provision requiring notice to him 
of the appraisement. The board required such notice to be given to 
Rogers and it is admitted that he refused to act under it and to appoint 
an appraiser. If he had not received the notice he could not have re- 
fused to act. Instead of selecting “his man,” as the statute provided, 
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at the appointed hour he appeared on the ground and seated himself 
upon the fence and thereby endeavored to obstruct the opening of the 
street. 

- Mr. Randolph, in his work on Eminent Domain, sec. 338, says: “A 
condemnation proceeding which does not provide for notice seems to be 
considered in some decisions as essentially defective. But the better view 
is that such act may be made effective by actually giving the proper 
“notice. Thus it has been held that notice is plainly intended where the 
act contemplates the participation of the owner in the proceedings, as 
where it authorizes him to assist in striking a jury or gives him the 
right to appeal.” 

See, also, 8. v. Jersey City, 94 N. J. L., 662; 8. 0. Trenton, 36 N.J.L., 
499; Kramer v. Cleveland, 5 Ohio St., 140; Swan v. Williams, 2 Mich., 
427; R. RB. v. Bretzell, 75 Md., 94; BR. R. v. Warner, 61 TL, 52. 

Mr. Lewis recognizes it as settled law by repeated adjudications that 
statutes authorizing condemnation and making no provision for 
notice are valid if actual notice is given.’ Lewis on Eminent Do- (618) 
main, sec. 368. But it 1s unnecessary that we should go that far 
in this case. But at the same time he says: “By far the greater portion 
of the cases proceed upon the principle of implying a requirement to give 
notice from the provisions of the statute itself.” The implication re- 
quiring notice in the charter of Creedmoor is plain, and in pursuance 
thereof the notice was given. That is the ground upon which we place 
our decision. | 

2. Has the statute provided a proper tribunal to fix the compensa- 
tion ¢ 

_ We agree with the learned Chancellor of New York that “the govern- 
ment 1s bound in such cases to provide some tribunal for the assessment 
of the compensation or the indemnity before which each party may meet 
and discuss their claims on equal terms.” 2 Kent Com., 399. 

There is no constitutional provision in our State which guarantees a 
jury trial in such proceedings. The Constitution of the State does not 
refer to the right of eminent domain. The right to condemn and the 
duty to pay compensation are recognized by the courts as a right and 
duty appertaining to sovereignty, which the State may exercise freely 
upon all proper occasions and which a jury has no right to control, ex- 
cept where an appeal is taken and tried in the nist prius courts. Scud- 
der v. Trenton Falls Co., 1 N. J., Eq., 694. 

Jt was held by this Court as early as 1837, in an elaborate opinion by 
Chief Justice Ruffin, that an assessment for, damages in such a proceed- 
ing need not be made by a jury of twelve freeholders. It is not a con- 
troversy within the meaning of the Bill of Rights, nor is it such a trial 
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yy jury as that instrument declares shall be “sacred and inviolable.” 
at. B. uv, Davis, 19 N. C., 452. Tf, however, a jury trial were guaranteed 
the landowner by the fundamental law, his rights in that respect are fully 
protected by his right of appeal to a court where all issues of fact are 
triable by jury. S. v. Lytle, 138 N. C., 738. The method for the assess- 
ment of damages in the Creedmoor charter has been passed upon 
(619) and fully approved by this Court in 8. v. Lyle, 100 N. C., 499. 
In that case the charter of Reidsville was under consideration and 
the section relating to the appraisement is copied in the opinion of Chief 
Justice Smith. The two are nearly identical, with the exception that 
in the Reidsville charter the mayor can appoint an appraiser if the land- 
owner refuses. We do not think such omission in the Creedmoor char- 
ter invalidates it, for if the landowner refuses to select an appraiser it is 
his own folly. Jt is not necessary for us to decide as to the power. of 
the mayor to fill the vacancy on the board of appraisers occasioned by the 
obduracy of the landowner. ‘As he has taken an appeal his damages will 
be assessed de novo by a tribunal whose jurisdiction is undoubted. Cer- 
tainly the stubbornness of the landowner cannot be permitted to put a 
stop to the exercise of an undoubted and necessary power given to all 
towns by the General Assembly. ‘The fact that the appraisers are free- 
holders of Creedmoor makes no difference. The question has been de- 
cided in other States, as well as our own, and it has been held that where 
there is a right of appeal, or where there is authority in a court of com- 
petent jurisdiction to review the proceedings, the common council of the 
town seeking to appropriate the land may appoint all of the appraisers. 
Elliott on Roads and Streets, sec. 281, and cases cited. In the Reidsville 
charter, passed upon by this Court in Lyle’s case, the statute provided 
that all the appraisers should be freeholders and citizens of the town. 
Lyle’s case is practically on all-fours with this, and as it has remained 
unchallenged since 1888, we see no reason to overrule it now. It is cited 
and approved in several cases, the latest being R. R. v. Newton, 133 
N. C., 184. | 
8, Ag soon as the commissioners in the exercise of the powers delegated 
to them appropriated the land to a public street, they had the right to 
enter and open it without awaiting the payment of damages. 
(620) S. v. Lyle, supra; Cooley Const. Lim., sec. 480. This question 
is fully discussed in Lyle’s case and sound reasons given why the 
public needs should not await the assessment and payment of damages. 
We think that decision is supported by the great weight of authority. 
R. RB. v. Davis, supra; R. R. v. Parker, 105 N. C., 246; RB. RB. v. Newton, 
Supra. 3 | ss a 
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The present Chief Justice says in Newton's case: “Formerly the 
landowner had no right to a jury trial in fiximg compensation upon con- 
demnation of the right of way, nor was the compensation required to be 
paid before entry. The Code, sec. 1946, changed this as to railroads by 
requiring the company to pay into court the sum assessed before entry.” 
This opinion was approved by a unanimous court and delivered in 1903. 
A distinction is made as to the time of payment in cases where the seizure 
is made by the sovereign (as in this case), and where the land is con- 
demned by a guast public corporation exercising the power of eminent 
domain. In the former case, and in the absence of constitutional re- 
strictions, it 1s held in most of the states that the making of compensa- 
tion need not precede an entry upon the property where (as in this case) 
provision is made by the sovereign power for the payment of the money. 
Lewis on Eminent Domain, sec. 456, and notes thereto, citing all the cases 
to that effect; Randolph on Eminent Domain, sec. 291; A. & E. (2 Ed.), 
vol. 10, p. 1189, and cases cited: Elliott, sec. 241. In Mills on Emi- 
nent Domain, sec. 125, North Carolina is put down as one of the States 
wherein it is held that compensation need not precede the entry, but 
that there may be an entry and adjustment afterward. Johnston v. 
Rankin, 70 N. C., 550; R. BR. v. McCaskill, 94 N. C., 746. 

The statute requires the report of appraisers to lie in the mayor’s of- 
fice for ten days for purposes of inspection and appeal and provides that 
unless an appeal is taken from such report “the land so appraised shall 
stand condemned for the use of the town and the price fixed shall 
be paid,” ete. We think that this applies only to the procedure (621) 
for fixing the price to be paid and means that if no appeal is 
taken from the appraised value the land shall stand condemned at such 
value. The appeal is not allowed to postpone the right of entry. Such 
a construction as that would seriously interfere with and indefinitely 
delay public works, such as opening or extending streets and the like. 
“Public policy forbids the suspension of operations on works of internal 
improvement during the pendency of litigation to ascertain the damage 
to which parties may be entitled.” Phifer v. R. R., 72 N.C., p. 484. 

For the reasons given we are of opinion that the entry of defendants 
was rightful and that upon the special verdict they are not it guilty, The 
Judgment of the Superior Court is 

Affirmed. 


: Waker, J., concurring: The defendants are indicted for a criminal 
trespass and questions which might be open for discussion and decision, 
if there had been a direct attack made upon the proceedings for a con- 


demnation of the land, by appeal or otherwise, are not to be considered | 
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in this collateral proceeding. It may be regarded as settled law that the 
power to take private property for public uses belongs to every independ- 
ent government exercising sovereign power, for it is a necessary inci- 
dent to its sovereignty and requires therefore no constitutional recogni- 
tion. U.S. v. Jones, 109 U. §., 513. No provision for condemnation 
has ever been inserted in our Constitution, but the right of eminent do- 
main or the right to condemn private property for public uses has al- 
ways been conceded as essential to the due exercise of the powers of gov- 
ernment and to the promotion of the public welfare. Legislation in the 
exercise of this inherent power, though subject to judicial control, is 
said to be practically unlimited, if the purpose be a public one and 

(622) sufficient provision is made for compensation to the owner of the 
| property proposed to be taken. FR. R. v. Davis, 19 N. C., 451; 
Lecombe vu. R. R., 23 Wallace, 108. The mode of exercising the power 

of eminent domain, unless otherwise provided in the organic law, rests 

in the sound discretion of the Legislature, subject, however, to the 
principle just stated, that there must be sure and adequate provision for 
compensating the owner. Mcintyre v. R. B., 67 N. C., 278; Lecombe 

v. R. R., supra; Searl v. School Dist., 183 U.S., 553; Cherokee Nation v. 

R. R., 185 U.S., 641. If the facts of this case are examined in the light 

of the foregoing principles, it cannot be doubted that the Legislature 
has assumed to exercise its unquestionable mght to have land con- 
-demned in the ‘town of Creedmoor for public streets. The Legislature 
has conferred upon the town commissioners general authority to act in 
the premises where lands are required for the purpose of opening and 
laying out streets or for other public purposes and has also provided 

a perfectly fair and sufficient method for ascertaining and paying just 
compensation to the land-owners, whose property may be taken for the 
purpose. Priv. Laws 1905, chap. 398. In this case the prosecutor did 
not see fit to avail himself of the privilege given him to appoint one of 
the appraisers, but willfully and obstinately refused to do so. He thus 
set the law at defiance. Not only did he attempt to shorten and weaken, 
but actually to paralyze the arm of the law when stretched forth in an 
effort to promote the public welfare, and for no good reason whatever. 
_ There is and cannot be any suggestion in this case, that he was about 
to be wrongly or oppressively treated or that his property was about. 
to be taken without due process of law. When such has been the case, 

~ stout resistance to the last in protection of his own property and in 
vindication of his constitutional right, is justifiable. Such conduct is 
not stubbornness, but lawful resistance. Willful and unreasonable 

| obstruction to the due and orderly course of government and 
_ (623) to the administration of law as declared by the proper authority 
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is not only unwarranted, but entitles the offender to little or no con- 
sideration at the hands of the court, where there has been no clear vio- 
lation of his rights. If he has lost any advantage secured to him by the 
statute, through his refusal to accept it, why should we hear him now 
complain of the alleged imperfect execution of the law growing out of 
his own misconduct, unless we propose to reverse or abolish the salutary 
maxim, that no man shall be permitted to take any benefit of his own 
wrong, by which principle, if it is to stand unimpaired, he should be 
judged. The statute gave him a perfectly fair and adequate remedy 
for the full protection of his property, and for the recovery of just 
compensation if the public good required that it should be taken. Will 
the courts allow him to thus trifle with the law, and to make his trifling 
the foundation of his complaint that it was not well executed ? 

But apart from these considerations, he has not lost any right by the 
supposed irregularity in the proceedings. The object. in appointing the 
appraisers, 1s to ascertain the measure of compensation and nothing 
else. If he is dissatisfied with the decision of the appraisers, he is given 
the right of appeal and of this right he has availed himself. The way 
is now open to him for the ascertainment of his damages by a jury, 
the most impartial body known to the law, before whom his rights can 
be determined both as to the facts and the law. That he cannot com- 
plain under such circumstances, has been definitely and conclusively 
settled by this Court, if we are not to disregard, but to follow its solemn 
adjudications.and one in particular, which seems to me to dispose of 
all the disputed questions in this case and, a decision too which received 
full consideration from a court of exceptional learning and ability. In 
_Sohnston v. Rankin, 70 'N. ©., 550, it appears that the sheriff had not 
only notified the landowner of the day on which the appraisement 
of his land proposed to be condemned for a street would be made, (624) 
but, worse than this, he notified him that the jury would appraise 
it on one day, when in fact they appraised it on a different day, thus 
not only failing to give him notice, but misleading him. The court 
said he was not bound by the proceeding and “he might perhaps have 
regarded all after proceedings as trespasses, being under a warrant 
which was void as to him for want of notice,’ or he might have had 
the proceeding quashed. “But,” says the court, “he appeals and thus 
vacates the assessment during the pendency of the appeal. By volun- 
tarily becoming a party, he waives the irregularity of want of notice, 
and gives the appellate court jurisdiction to hear the case on the merits.” 
- He clearly waived, by appealing, any objection to the defect in the 
proceedings, which would otherwise have invalidated them, says the 
court in another part of its opinion. This case also definitely decides 
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that the commissioners are the sole judges of the public use and of the 
necessity for taking the land and that the appeal involves nothing but 
the amount of compensation. “There is therefore nothing to forbid 
the defendants from proceeding with the improvement pending the ap- 
peal. The law of this State does not require compensation to be first 
made, as that of some States does.” I have examined the charter then 
under review and find that it nowhere expressly authorizes entry upon 
the land before compensation is made, but it provides that, on payment. 
of the amount of the appraisement, the streets may be sock In Mc- 
Intyre v. R. f., 67 N. C., 278, the Court says: “If the owner of land 
overflowed by a mill dam it fue his action on the case for damages 
every day, no public mill could be established. In lke manner if the 
owner of land taken by a railroad for its track, could bring this action 
of trespass every day, no railroad could be built . . . If the officers 

of the company cannot enter on lands and make surveys without 
(625) a trespass, they could never locate the road. And if the road 

were located, and its construction delayed until the damages 
to all the land owners on the route were ascertained under the act, the 
delay would be indefinite, and of no benefit to anyone. To hold, that 
during the pendency of a proceeding by the company to have the lands 
condemned, it could not prosecute its works without being exposed 
daily to an action of trespass, would effectually defeat the policy of the 
act.” To the same effect are R. R. v. McCaskill, 94 N. C., 746; A. RB. v. 
Davis, 19 N. C., 451. In Phifer v. BR. R., 72 N. C., 488, it is held that 
the appeal carried the whole case into the Superior Court, “where the 
plaintiffs (the landowners) can have every right which they seek in the 
action adjudged and determined.” And in 8. v. McIver, 88 N. C,, 
686, it was said to be the rule in this State in reference to the taking of 
private property for public uses, that the compensation to the owner 
need not precede the act of appropriation, if adequate provision 1s made 
for an assessment of his damages. Numerous other cases of like im- 
port might be cited, but those already mentioned will suffice to show the 
result of actual decision by this Court upon the subject, and they are 
conclusive against the contention of the prosecution. 

The words of this act, that 1f an appeal is not taken within 10 daya 
“the land so appraised hall stand condemned for the use of the town 
and the price fixed by the appraisers shall be paid from the funds 
of the town,” evidently mean that the appraisement shall stand as fixed — 
by the appraisers and not that the town shall have no right to take the 
land until the time for appealing has expired, for condemnation always 
precedes appraisement. Much stronger language was used in the 
charter of Asheville, construed in Johnston v. Rankin, supra, and yet 
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the court held in that case that the town could enter and proceed with 
the work of laying out the street. But giving to the words we have 
quoted their broadest meaning, that the title did not pass until 

the time for appealing had expired, the town was not thereby (626) 
forbidden to go upon the land for the purpose of laying out 

and constructing the street. We should always go to the farthest per- 
missible length in protecting the rights and property of the citizen 
from unlawful interference, but some regard must also be had for the 
rights of the public, and we should be careful to see that the public 
welfare is not prejudiced by an undue consideration for private interests. 


Connor, J., dissenting: I should be content to note my dissent from 
the conclusion reached in this case, but for the fact that I am deeply 
impressed with the conviction that the opinion, of course unconsciously, 
weakens the security of private property, and invites laxity, both of 
sentiment and conduct on the part of those to whom the Legislature is 
constantly committing the exercise of the highest act of sovereignty. 
“Law which authorize the taking of private property for public use 
should be strictly construed and closely scrutinized. Nothing justifies 
such an invasion of private right but an imperative public necessity, 
and the exercise of this right of Eminent Domain, under color of which — 
so many iniquities have been committed, should be held strictly within 
the bounds provided by the Constitution and the laws.” Refining Co. v. 
Elevator Co., 82 Mo., 121. “The appropriation of private property 
under the right of Eminent Domain is an exercise of sovereign power, 
and when reliance is placed upon statutes conferring the right, those 
statutes being in derogation of common right, must be strictly con- 
strued, and the right cannot be exercised except in strict conformity 
to the power conferred.” Hurvey v. R. R., 174 TIL, 295. 

“The privilege sought to be obtained by the application is. against 
common right and the law should be construed strictly against the 
‘privilege; and no question is better settled in this State than 
that where a special and limited jurisdiction 1s conferred by (627) 
statute upon an individual or a court, the record must affirma- 
tively show a compliance with all the requisitions of the statute.” 
Martin v. Rushton, 42 Ala., 289. | 

“The law is jealous of the right of property holders, and adopts these 
formalities of procedure for their protection . . . The right of 
Eminent Domain, that of taking the property of the private citizen 
without his consent and devoting it to the use of the general public, 
is an exercise of the highest act of sovereignty. It can only be called © 
into existence by the authority of the Legislature and by the tribunal 
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provided by law. This statute prescribes the mode and I have no doubt 
whatever that it is mandatory. The failure of the city council to com- 
ply with it is fatal.” Cvrty of Madison v. Daley, 58 Fed., 753. 

“Tn cases like the present, it is always to be borne in and that these 
acts of parliament are acts of sovereign and imperial power operating 
in the most harsh shape in which that power can be applied in civil 
matters. . . . Whoever considers the effect of this must see the 
consequences which frequently do happen to individuals. Property to 
which they have attached their whole fortunes and interests may be 
taken from them by an absolute exercise of imperial power, and their 
whole circumstances and situation in life may be entirely altered for 
a sum of money to be fixed by somebody else. . . . The hardships 
imposed on individuals, I think, and I am glad to think, has of late 
years been subject to a more anxious consideration than it used to be. 
Probably the frequency of applications for such acts of parliament and 
the vast expenses of the works have occasioned that particular con- 
sideration . . . It would be a strong measure indeed to allow men’s 
property to be summarily taken from them, on the notion of the general 
benefit, when the parties taking it have not done those things which are 

incumbent on them to secure their capacity and ability to com- 
(628) plete the whole undertaking.” Lord Langdale, M. R., in Bray v. 
Ff. R., 9 Beav., 391. 

“So high a prerogative as that of divesting one’s estate against his 
will should only be exercised when the plain letter of the law permits 
it, and under a careful observance of the formalities prescribed for the 
owner’s protection.” Cooley Const. Lim., 763. | 

“All grants of power by the government are to be strictly construed,’ 
and this is especially true with respect to the power of eminent domain, 
which is more harsh and peremptory in its exercise and operation than 
any other, one judge saying, ‘An act of this sort deserves no favor; to 
construe it liberally would be sinning against the rights of property.’” 
Lewis Em. Dom., 254. 

“In construing statutes which are claimed to exercise the right of 
eminent domain, a strict, rather than a liberal construction is the > 
rule. Such statutes assume to call into active operation a power, which, 
however essential to the existence of government, is in derogation of the 
ordinary rights of private ownership and of the control which an owner 
usually has of his property. ” Matter of Bridge Co., 108 N. Y., 483. 

I have noted the expressions of these jurists and authors both j in this 
country and in England (and hundreds more of like import can be 
found) to emphasize the fundamental rule of construction of statutes 
conferring upon corporations, either public or private, the power of 
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eminent domain in respect to the matter of procedure. In the light 
of the decisions of this Court, beginning with #. R&R. v. Davis, 19 N. C., 
451, I concede that the Legislature may confer upon a corporation, hav- 
ing the right to condemn, the power to enter upon the land and subject 
it to the burden before compensation is made. In this opinion I do not 
care to controvert the proposition that power to enter may be conferred 
even before the assessment of damage is made. For the purpose of this 
discussion, I fully concede the right, in as full and complete 
measure, as it is asserted in the opinion of the Court. My dis- (629) 
sent is based upon the construction of the statute. While I do. 

not concede the necessity of invoking the rule, I insist that, in the light 
of authority and upon sound reason, the statute must be construed 
strictly and all reasonable doubt resolved in favor of the owner. _ 

It is said that the power to condemn is political and not judicial, and 
from this proposition, which is conceded, the conclusion is reached 
that immediately upon the exercise of the power, by a declaration of con- 
demnation, the right to enter upon and occupy the property is vested in 
the corporation without notice to the owner; that the institution of 
proceedings fixing the compensation and providing for the payment, is 
secondary both in point of time and importance. It seems to be con- 
ceded that the owner is entitled to some sort or kind of notice at this time. 
However this may be, the proposition, startling to the citizen who has 
been educated in the belief that he lives under a government of laws 
and not of men, has judicial warrant for its support. It would serve 
no good purpose to discuss the foundation of this power, which resides 
in all forms of government. In view of the fact that the power is con- 
ferred upon all sorts and kinds of corporations of every session of the 
General Assembly, it would seem wise to require a substantial, if not 

a strict compliance with the requirement of the statutes in regard to - 
penne by which the State parts with and delegates to others the 
exercise of this sovereign power, so vitally concerning the rights of the 
citizen and the honor of the sovereign. 

The real question in this case is whether the charter of the town of , 
Creedmoor confers upon the authorities the power to enter upon the 
property of the citizen until it is condemned, and whether it is con- 
demned until the assessment of damages is made by the persons and in 
the manner prescribed by the charter. Section 17, chapter 398, 
Private Laws 1905, being the charter of the town, provides that (630) 
whenever it shall become necessary to condemn land for streets, | 
the value of such land shall be assessed by “three freeholders of said town 
one of said appraisers shall be appointed by the board of com- 
missioners of said town, one by the landowner or his agent, and the 
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third to be selected by the two so appointed.” It is provided that the 
appraisers shall be sworn and shall file their report with the mayor. 
within one week after the appraisement, etc. “Said report shall be 
signed by not less than two of the appraisers, and shall lie in the mayor’s 
office for ten days and be subject to the inspection and examination 
of the landowner or his agent, and unless an appeal is taken, and such 
appeal shall lie to the Superior Court of Granville County in term 
time, during said period of ten days by the town or the landowner, the 
said land-so appraised shall stand condemned for the use of the town, 
and the price fixed by the appraisers shall be paid from the funds of the 
town.” 

It will be observed that no power is expressly conferred upon the 
officers of the town to enter upon the land and open a street. Of course 
such power is incident fo condemnation and need not be expressly 
given. 

ft find in several re granted to railroad companies in . this State, 
the power to enter upon the land and construct the road before condemna- 
tion proceedings are instituted. Such power is given in the charter 
of the Raleigh & Gaston Railroad Company, which was before the 
court in R. R. v. Davis, supra. In the charter of the Wilmington & 
Raleigh, afterwards the Wilmington & Weldon Railroad Company, no 
such power is given; on the contrary, it is provided that if it be neces- 
sary to take land a petition shall be filed, etc.; after providing for 
the assessment of damages, etc., it 1s said that the corporation may 
“thereupon, and also if no damage is due, ‘enter upon the land and con- 

struct, etc.” Power of entry to ake: surveys is given before 
(631) soridesiation. Section 49 of The Code, providing for the or- 
ganization of railroad companies and prescribing the manner in 

which they shall proceed to condemn land, contains this language: “If 
the said company, at the time of the genial shall pay into court the 
sum appraised by the commissioners, then and in that event the said 


company may enter, take possession of and hold said land, notwithstand- 


ing an appeal, etc. Section 1945. I note the provisions of these char- 
ters to show that when the Legislature intended to confer the right 
to enter before the assessment is made or the damage paid, it has so 
declared in express terms. 

In this case, it is found by the special verdict that the commissioners 
met on May 16, 1905, and adopted a resolution declaring that it was 
necessary and convenient for the public that a street be opened through 
the land of Rogers, appointing an appraiser on the part of the town and 
directing that the owner be notified to appoint an appraiser, and fixing 
- the time at which they should meet and assess the damage. The owner 
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was notified by the mayor. He declined and refused to select an ap- 
praiser. Thereupon, on May 24, 1905, the board of commissioners 
selected a second appraiser to act with the one formerly appointed. The 
two selected a third appraiser, and the three persons thus selected went 
upon the premises and laid out the street, not in conformity to the 
resolution, and assessed the damages. They filed their report on 25 May, 
1905. a a meeting of the board on 27 May, the report was adopted, 
and on the 29th the prosecutor gave notice of an appeal. The report 
stated that they had taken 250 feet of land; whereas the true quantity 
included in the street was 800 feet. On 29 May the defendants entered 
upon the land in the manner set forth in the special verdict. | 
The correctness of the judgment below depends upon the answer to 
the question, whether the land stood condemned on 29 May; 
and the answer to this is dependent upon the question, whether (632) 
by the resolution of 19 May, 1905, the land stood condemned. 
It cannot be successfully sontended. that any right of entry was given 
in the charter until condemnation was had. It would seem that the 
plain language of the statute would put an end to the controversy. 
When the appraisers have been appointed, have acted, and the report 
of their action has been in the mayor’s office ten days, eliminating the 
provision in regard to an appeal, “the said land so appraised shall stand 
condemned,” ete. The charter is the authority and the only authority 
by which the power is conferred, and by which its terms and extent 
are to be measured. How is it possible for the court to say that this 
language is of no effect. Was it not most natural for the prosecutor 
to put the only reasonable construction upon this plain language and 
to assert his ownership, until, by the law of the land, he has been di- 
vested of it? If the land stood condemned by the resolution, why should 
the Legislature have done a vain thing and declared that land already 
condemned should again “stand condemned?” If by the resolution of 
16 May, 1905, his land had been taken, it is immaterial for the purpose 
of. this appeal to inquire whether the appointment by the board of two 
appraisers, when the statute empowered it to select only one, was au- 
thorized. If, on the contrary, the appointment, and action of the 
appraisers are essential to the completion of the condemnation, it is 
important to inquire whether the refusal of the landowner to choose. 
an appraiser, conferred the power on the board to do so. It is said 
that he was stubborn and by his stubbornness forfeited his right to have 
his property condemned according to the charter. The record does not 
disclose why the owner of the land refused to name an appraiser, nor is it 
of any moment in the decision of this case. It is sufficient to say, con- 
ceding that he was stubborn, this did not authorize the defendants to 
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(633) proceed otherwise than in accordance with the law, to take his 

property. Some of the most sacred rights of person and property 
have been preserved by men who were stubborn. Doubtless Hampden 
was so considered when he resisted the payment of ship money. We 
may not dismiss a man’s cause because in our opinion he was stubborn. © 
If those upon whom the Legislature has conferred the right to exercise 
the highest acts of sovereignty, fail to proceed according to the charter, 
the citizen not only has a right, but it is his duty to be stubborn. 

I do not question the motives of the defendants. I presume they were 
acting in good faith. But when.we deal with the sacred rights of person 
_and property, nothing short of full and complete authority will justify. 

In other charters directing the appointment of appraisers, as this 
does, provision is made for the appointment by the sheriff or clerk, if 
the owner of. the property refuses to name an appraiser. It is no answer 
to the objection that the law has not been complied with, to say that it 
is the fault of the property owner. The charter 1s the guide for the | 
corporation. The Legislature has prescribed the terms upon which 
and the manner in which the corporation must accept the authority; 
the citizen is not consulted; he is told that the condemnation of his 
property is the exercise of sovereign power, and he is not entitled to be 
heard. Certainly, when he finds that in delegating that power to a cor- 
poration, the Legislature has fixed the tribunal, provided for its selec- 
tion and prescribed the manner in which his property is to “stand con- 
demned,” he may make this last stand for his rights, and should not be 
told that it is immaterial whether the corporation observes the pro- 
vision of the charter. I respectfully, but firmly, insist that this is to 
dispense with fundamental principles founded upon the experience of 
the ages. I am at a loss to see what right the commissioners had to 
select two appraisers when the charter gave them power to select only 

one. That'the manner of selecting the appraisers when pre- 
(634) seribed by the charter is essential, and compliance therewith, 

a condition precedent to condemnation is abundantly sustained 
by the authorities. In Loucheim v. Hemsley, 59 N. J. L., 149, the 
statute directs that the: appraisers be of different political parties. 
The court said: “Neither in the communication nor in the minutes is 
any reference made to the statutory qualifications of the commissioners. 
This omission is fatal.. A special authority delegated by statute to 
particular persons to take away a man’s property and estate, against 
his will, must be strictly pursued, and must appear ‘to have been so 
pursued on the face of the proceedings in which the authority is ex- . 
ercised.” | 
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In Fore v. Hoke, 48 Mo. App., 254, the statute required the petition 
for condemnation and assessment to set forth that the parties could not 
agree. The petition failing to do so, the court said that the averment 
was jurisdictional. In Adams v. Clarksburg, 23 W. Va., 203, Woods, J., 
says: “The taking of private property for public use, without the 
owner’s consent can only be justified for the uses in the modes upon the 
conditions and by the agencves prescribed by law for its appropriation. 
Whenever the private property of an individual is to be divested by 
proceedings against his will, a strict compliance must be had with all 
the provisions of law which are made for his protection and benefit, or 
the proceeding will be ineffectual. These conditions must be regarded 
as conditions precedent which are not only to be observed and complied 
with before the right of the property owner ts disturbed, but the party 
claiming authority under the adverse proceeding must show -affirma- 
tively such compliance. All the authorities concur in holding, that as 
private property can be taken against the consent of the owner, only in 
such cases, and by such proceedings as may be specially provided by 
law, and as these proceedings are contrary to the course of the common 
law, and are in derogation of common right, they are to be strictly con- 
strued and that the party who would avail himself of this extra- 
ordinary power, must comply fully with all the provisions of the (635) 
law entitling him to exercise it.” In this case a provision re 
quired ten days notice to be served on the owners before the court could 
appoint the commissioners. The court held that a failure to give the 
notice rendered the proceeding void. This, because the statute required 
the notice. In Madden v. R. R., 66 Miss., 258, the statute provided 
that the commissioners be “disinterested.” The court said: “This being 
the case, it is material to the validity of the appropriation that a strict 
compliance with the terms of the charter be apparent in the record. It 
nowhere appears, either in the appointment of the commissioners, in 
their return, or in any order entered therein that they were ‘disinter- 
ested.’” And if they were not, there has not been any condemnation of 
the land. This case was upon a “suggestion of error,” re-argued, and 
the decision affirmed. In Mitchell v. R. R., 68 Ill., 286, it is said: “It 
is a sound and inflexible rule of law, that when special proceedings are 
authorized by statute by which the estate of one person may be divested 
and transferred to another, every material provision of the statute must 
be complied with. The owner has the right to insist upon a strict per- 
formance of all the material requirements, and especially those designed 
_ for his security, and the non-observance of which may operate to his 
prejudice.” In Paret v. Bayonne, 139 N. J. L., 559, Depue, J., says: 
“The officers of a corporation or agents, with only special powers such 
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as are delegated to them by the act of incorporation, or such as are neces- 
sarily implied from the powers delegated. . . . In the performance 
of these functions they are required to conform strictly to the method 
of procedure prescribed.” In Stewart v. Wallis, 30 Barb., 344, it °1s 
said: “The form by which private property may be taken for public 
purposes, having been prescribed, it must be strictly pursued, or the 
attempt will be ineffectual and the proceeding void, and all persons 
acting under the color of them will be trespassers.” We may ap- 
(636) ply the words of the court in R&R. R. v. Smith, 78 Ill., 96, to all 
works of public character. “Whilst all persons at that day 
were desirous to see railroads constructed, it was not intended that it 
should be done at the sacrifice of all private rights. Those acting for 
the company knew, or should have known, that, in acquiring their right 
of way they were pursuing an extraordinary and summary remedy and, 
in doing so, the law imperatively demanded that they should observe 
all of the requirements of the statute under which they were acting. 
And this is a requirement which lies at the foundation of our system 
of jurisprudence.” FR. R. v. Rk. KR. 106 N. C., 16; 15 Cyc., p. 815. This 
is probably the’ first instance in which the property of the citizen has 
been taken against his consent, and its value fixed by appraisers, two 
of whom are selected by the party taking, they selecting the third. I 
submit that to sustain it is: destructive of elementary principles of 
natural justice, and judicial procedure. It 1s no answer to say to the 
citizen deprived of.his property at a valuation fixed by appraisers so 
appointed, that he may appeal. He is entitled in the first instance and 
at every step in the proceeding to demand a ‘strict observance of the 
written law. The provisions in regard to the mode of procedure before 
the land shall “stand condemned,” are not empty forms; to so construe 
them puts the State in the attitude of keeping the promise to the ear, 
and breaking it to the sense. Let us suppose a similar provision in the 
charter of a railroad company or telegraph company, in regard to the 
appointment of appraisers, and there is no difference in principle, 
would it be contended that, if the owner, feeling that his rights were 
being unlawfully or unjustly invaded, refused to name an appraiser, 
that a superintendent, or other officer of the corporation could name 
two of the appraisers, and say to the owner if he was not satisfied, he 
could appeal. I do not so understand the guaranties which the law 
| throws around the citizen. The right to appeal is of value and 
(637) not to be denied, but the right of the citizen to demand at all — 
stages of the proceeding, due process of law, is not to be denied 
or abridged. > 3 
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- The appeal suspended further action by the board. It is usually 
provided that if the corporation deposit the amount of the award, an 
appeal shall not suspend the right of entry. I see no reasonable ob- 
jection to such a provision. It is said, however, that the question is 
settled by this Court in 8. v. Lyle, 100 N. C., 497. The extent to which 
a question becomes closed, and is crystalized into positive law by a 
single decision binding upon the same court, is often. difficult to define. 
Without undertaking to do so, I think it permissible and safe to say 
that it should not extend beyond the clear and unmistakable language 
of the judge who writes the opinion. I should feel myself bound, both 
by reason of my respect for the opinion of the learned Chief Tastee 
who wrote, and the Associate Justice who concurred in that opinion, 
as well as the learned judge who tried the case below, unless my con- 
victions were so strong, that to adopt the conclusion did violence to my | 
sense of duty as a judge. I do not think that I am placed in this em- 
barrassing position in respect to that case. Fully conceding that it is 
permissible to cite the case as in some measure sustaining the con- 
clusion reached by the court, I think that a careful examination of the 
opinion discloses that the question upon which this case turns, is not 
considered or decided. Smuth, C. J., says: “The controversy in the 
present case turns upon the construction of the charter, which has been 
recited in full, and whether, in providing the method for ascertaining — 
_ the compensation to be paid the owner, and the means by which it is 
to be done, a prepayment 1s necessary before the property can be taken, 
and this following the condemnation in the mode pointed out in the 
enactment.” The discussion following this statement of the question 
in controversy, shows clearly that no other question was in the mind of 
the writer. This view is strengthened by the concluding portion of 
_ the opinion—citing Judge Cooley to sustain the proposition that the 
corporation may, if authorized, take without first making pay- 
ment.” (Itales in opinion.) This is the only question discussed (638) 
or decided, and, as said, it is not controverted. 

In Freedle v. R. #.,49 N. C., 89, and in Melntyre v. R. #., 67 N.C, 
278, the question presented here did not arise. In Johnston v. Rankin, 
70 N. C., 550, the charter of Asheville is not set out. The only point 
decided in respect to the right to proceed with the work, is that the law 
did not require compensation paid before the taking. If, as contended, 
these cases hold that, without clearly expressed power in the charter, 
a board of town commissioners, or directors’ of a private corporation 
may, without notice to the owner, locate a street or road on his prop- 
erty, and immediately, without other notice to him than the appearance 
of a number of men on his premises, tear away his houses and fences, 
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cut down his trees and take his property, then I most respectfully but 
earnestly dissent from them. To sustain the exercise of such arbitrary 
power, there should be unmistakable language used in the statute. How 
far the Legislature may permit it, is not, in my opinion, a closed 
question. 

It may be said that it is of little importance to the owner whose prop- 
erty 1s taken by an ex parte exercise of political sovereignty, either by 
a board of town commissioners or a board of nonresident directors 
of a corporation, to whom has been delegated this sovereign power, how, 
when or by whom the assessment is made; and it must be conceded that 
much judicial warrant is found to sustain the position. I cannot hope 
to change the current of judicial thought in this Court, and it is doubtless 
a vain assumption on my part to question its correctness. I hope, how- 
ever, that another department of the government, to which it seems the 
citizen must look to safeguard his rights in this respect, will come to 

a state of mind which will enable us to say, in the language of 
(639) the English Court of Chancery, “the hardship imposed on indi- 

viduals, I think, and I am glad to think, has of late years been 
subject to a more anxious consideration than it used to be.” The ma- 
terial wealth and prosperity of the country should, and we hope will, 
continue to grow. The great principles by which the security of life, 
_hberty and property has been preserved, the preservation of which is 
so essential, and has contributed so largely to the present happy con- 
dition in which we live, may not be either sacrificed or in the slightest 
degree weakened by the demands of corporations, either public or 
private, to trespass upon the land of the citizen, otherwise than is per- 
mitted by the clearly expressed will of the law-making power. A man’s. 
land should “stand condemned” when, and only when, every step, which 
the law prescribes to that end, has been taken. Every reasonable doubt 
should be resolved in favor of the citizen. It is well known that char- 
ters are obtained by those most interested in securing the largest dele- 
gation of power possible. The owner, whose property is to be con- 
demned, has no opportunity to be heard. The constitutional provision 
requiring notice of the introduction of private laws, has, by custom and 
construction, been practically abrogated. 

Holding, therefore, that the assessment was of the essence of the con- 
demnation proceeding, I am forced to the conclusion that the land did 
never “stand condemned” because there was never any lawfully con- 
stituted appraisers, and that the report should not under the terms of the 
charter be confirmed, until the expiration of ten days. It would seem 
also that power is ever aggressive and often indifferent to individual 
rights, 
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Recognizing these truths taught by experience, the courts have wisely 
declared that all grants of power are to be construed strictly against 
the grant, and liberally in favor of the citizen. 

In my opinion, under the clear terms of the charter, the land of the 
prosecutor did not “stand condemned” on 29 May, 1905, and the 
entry thereon by the defendants was a trespass. | (640) 

There are other phases of the case which I do not care to dis- 
cuss. I do not dissent from what is said in regard to notice given. 


Cited: Durham v. Rigsbee, 141 N. C., 181; In re Wittkowsky, 148 
N. C., 249; Rosenthal v. Goldsboro, 149 N. C., 185; 8. v. Shane, ab., 482; 
Comrs. v. Bonner, 153 N. C., 69; Jeffress v. Greenville, 154 N. C., 494, 
496, 498; BR. Rk. v. Oates, 164 N. C., 171, 175; Luther v. Comrs., 1b., 242, 
245; S. v. Haynie, 169 N. C., 281; Lang v. Development Co., rb., 664; 
Duckson v. Perkins, 172 N. C., 3861; Marshall v. Hastings, 174 N. C., 
: 480; Mason v. Durham, 175 N. C., 642, 646; Felmet v. Canton, 177 
N.C., 585. 





STATE v. JOHNSTON. 
(Filed 22 November, 1905.) 


Intoxicating Liquors—What Constitutes a Sale. 


An agreement to deliver one-half gallon of whiskey, entered into by the de- 
fendant in a city where the sale of liquor is prohibited, and receipt of the 
agreed price and delivery of the whiskey by the defendant within said 
city in pursuance of the agreement, constitute a sale of liquor upon the 
part of the defendant within the prohibited territory. 


InpicrmEent against Monroe Johnston for retailing spirituous liquors 
without license, heard by Cooke, J., and a jury, at August Term, 1905, 
of Mzcxitensure. Upon the special verdict set out in the record, his 
Honor held that the defendant was not guilty. The solicitor for the 
_ State prosecntes this appeal. | 


Robert D. Gilmer, Attorney-General, for the State. 
Stewart & McRae for defendant. | 


Brown, J.. It is unnecessary to set out the lengthy special. verdict. 
It appears therein that the sale of liquor is prohibited in the city of 
Charlotte, and was on 15 July, 1905; that on the evening of 15 July, 
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1905, Tom Brown, between the hours of 6 and 7 o’clock p.m., near the 

Southern depot in the city of Charlotte, Mecklenburg County, 
(641) North Carolina, met the accused, Monroe Johnston. The said 

Monroe Johnston told him that he was going to Salisbury, and 
wanted to know if he wanted any whiskey. Tom Brown told him that 
he wanted a half gallon of whiskey. Monroe Johnston, the prisoner, 
agreed to bring him one-half gallon from Salisbury, for which he paid 
Monroe Johnston one dollar. That he was not to pay Monroe Johnston 
anything towards his fare to Salisbury and return. It further appears 
that on next morning defendant delivered to Tom Brown, in pursuance 
of his contract, the half gallon of whiskey within said city. 

In the view we take of this case, it is unnecessary to discuss the ques- 
tion of agency and the other legal aspects of the case, so ably and elabo- 
rately presented by the Attorney-General in his argument and brief. 
We think the facts set out in the special verdict plainly disclose an 
agreement or contract to deliver to Tom Brown one-half gallon of 
whiskey, entered into in the city of Charlotte on 15 July, by the de- 


fendant and a receipt of the agreed price—also a delivery of the whiskey 


by the defendant the next morning, in pursuance of the agreement. 
These facts constitute a sale of liquor upon the part of the defendant 
within the prohibited territory. The Superior Court should have ad- 
judged the defendant guilty. 
Let the case be remanded with instruction to proceed to judgment. 
Reversed. 


Cited: 8S. v. Herring, 145 N. C., 421; oes Co. v. Horne, 149 
N. C., 356; 8. v. Burchfield, vb., 541; 8. v. Colonial Club, 154 N. C., 
189; 8. v, Wakerson: 164 N. C., 448; S. ve. Cardwell, 166 N. C., 316: 
De : Bailey, 168 N. C., 170, 171. 





STATE v. HOLLOMAN. 
(Filed 12 December, 1905.) 


Roads and Highways—Method of Working—Power of Legislature— 
License Taxes—Board of Supervisors—Penalties. 


1. Chapter 259, Laws 1905, prescribing a method for working the roads in 
Hertford County and providing in section 17 thereof that any person de- 
siring to use the roads of a township for the carrying on of his business of 
hauling mill logs, or other heavy material with log wagons or other heavy 
vehicles, shall first obtain'a license by paying an annual license tax to 
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the board of supervisors, and further providing that any person violat- 
ing this section shall be guilty of a crime and liable to a penalty, deprives 
no citizen of any right to use the highway, It does not restrain trade, nor 
is it oppressive, but exceedingly equitable. 


2. Where, under the authority of section 23, providing that “section 17, above 
set out, shall not be enforced by any township unless a majority of the | 
board of supervisors of that township shall vote to enforce it, a majority 
of the board of a certain township adopted the provisions of section 17, the 
defendant cannot avail himself of the fact that no written notice of the 
action of the board was served upon him, as the law did not require writ- 
ten notice, and it appears that he had verbal notice. 


3. The Legislature can provide a special road law and method of working 
the public roads for a county, or several counties, or a township or other 
locality, and make the adoption of such systems depend upon the accept- 
ance or rejection thereof by the people or the landholders, or by the offi- 
cial board of such county, township or locality. 


4. The license tax provided for in Laws 1905, chap. 259, is simply a mode of 

- regulating the use of the public roads and requiring that those desirous of 

using them, for extraordinary purposes, as hauling heavy lumber and 

logs over the roads in unusually heavy vehicles, shall not do so without 

taking out a license for such unusual and extraordinary and injurious 
use of the public highway, and paying a license tax for the privilege. 

5. The legislature has complete power to regulate the highways in the State, 
and may prescribe what vehicles may be used on them, with a view to 
the safety of passengers over them and the preservation of the roads, and 
this power may be conferred upon local governing agencies, and its being 
put into effect can be made dependent upon the action of the board of 
supervisors. 


6. It is for the Legislature to prescribe by what methods the roads shall be 
worked and kept in repair—whether by labor, by taxation of property, or 
by funds raised from license taxes, or by a mixture of two or more of 
these methods—and this may vary in different counties and localities. 


7. Under Laws 1905, chap. 259, the State prosecutes for the misdemeanor and 
the board of supervisors can sue for the penalty. 


InpictMEntT against Luther Holloman for an unlawful use (648) 
of the public roads, under sections 17 and 23 of chapter 259, 
Laws 1905, relating to the highways of Hertford County, heard by 
Peebles, J., and a jury, at Fall Term, 1905, of Hertrorp. From a 
judgment of not guilty upon a special verdict, tlie sohcitor for the State 
appealed. 


Robert D. Gilmer, Attorney-General, for the State. 
No counsel for defendant. 


Crarx, C. J. The General Assembly, Laws 1905, chap. 259, pre- 
scribed a carefully drawn method for working the public roads in Heri: 
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ford County. Section 17 thereof provides: “That any person, firm or 
corporation desiring to use any of the public roads of a township for 
carrying on his or its business of hauling mill.logs or timber or other 
heavy material with log wagons, log carts or other heavy vehicles shall 
first obtain a license for this purpose from the board of supervisors of 
the township in which he or they may desire to operate and make use 
of the roads, by paying an annual license tax of fifteen dollars for each 
wagon or cart or vehicle of the kind above described to be used, which 
tax shall be paid to the treasurer of the board fund and placed to the 
credit of the board of supervisors of the township, to be used by 
(644) the board as other funds for said township. Any person violat- 
ing this section shall be guilty of a crime and lable to a penalty 
of fifty dollars, to be recovered in an action by the board of supervisors 
of roads of the township where the offense took place, for the benefit of 
the road fund of that township.” And section 23 provides: “That 
section 17 of this act shall not be enforced in any township unless a 
majority of the members of the board of supervisors of that township 
shall have voted to enforce the same.” Section 12 authorizes the levy by 
the county commissioners of a county tax on property for road purposes, 
such tax to be used in the township from which it is derived, and sec- 
tion 24 provides that one-half the net proceeds of all dispensaries for 
the sale of liquor in the county shall be apportioned per capita among 
the several townships and used by the board of road supervisors of each 
township to be used solely for repairing the public roads therein. 

The special verdict finds that the majority of the justices of Mur- 
freesboro township on 3 June, 1905, under authority of section 23 of 
said act, adopted the provisions of section 17, above set out, and imposed | 
the license tax of $15 upon all persons or corporations using the roads 
of said township for carrying on their business of hauling mill logs or 
timber or other heavy material with log wagons, log carts and other 
heavy vehicles, and that the defendant had verbal notice both from a 
justice of the peace and member of the board of road supervisors of said 
township, and also from the secretary of said board, of such action, and 
that the law was in force requiring a license tax of $15, but the de- 
fendant nevertheless continued the business of hauling logs over the 
public roads in said township with leg wagons and team after having 
received the verbal notices aforesaid, without taking out license or 
paying the license tax, until later upon recelving written notice that the 

board had refused to rescind the order, he discontinued using the 

(645) public roads for hauling logs with log wagons. | 
As the law did not require written notice of the action of the 
board under section 28, the defendant cannot avail himself of the fact 
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that no written notice was served upon him. The special verdict finds 
that he had notice that the law had been put in force in said township 
by virtue of the authority conferred by section 23 of the act, above set 
out. The public roads are for ordinary use, and it is common knowledge 
that when used by heavy vehicles hauling heavy logs and timber over 
them, the roads are cut up and require an extraordinary expenditure to 
be kept in order. The general public might well complain at being 
called upon to bear this additional expense for the profit of the lumber | 
companies using the road, not for ordinary travel and usage, but for 
their individual benefit, not as members of the community, but in the 
prosecution of a special and usually temporary but profitable business. 
That the General Assembly can provide a special road law and method 
of working the public roads for a county or several counties, or a town- 
ship or other locality, and make the adoption of such system depend 
upon the acceptance or rejection thereof by the people or the landholders 
(as with “no fence” laws), or by the official boards of such county, 
township or locality, is well settled. This is the flexible “local option” 
system which gives the greatest freedom of local self-government, and 
has been applied already to the sale of liquor, to fence laws, to the sale 
of seed cotton, to cattle running at large, to variations in the methods 
of electing town commissioners, and in the mode of selection of county 
commissioners, to local provisions for public schools, to dispensaries, 
to close season for game, to this very matter of working the public 
roads, and in many other instances. S. v. Sharp, 125 N. C., 682, 
and cases there cited. | (646) 
This license tax is simply a mode of regulating the use of the 
public roads and requiring that those desirous of using them for extra- 
ordinary purposes, as hauling heavy lumber and logs over the roads in 
unusually heavy vehicles, shall not do so without taking out a license 
for such unusual and extraordinary and injurious use of the public 
highway, and paying a license tax for the privilege. This statute pre- 
scribes that the license tax shall be “placed to the credit of the board 
of supervisors of the township, to be used by the board as other funds 
for said township.” Ags all the funds of each board of road supervisors 
_ are to be used “solely for road purposes in its township,” the evident pur- 
pose is to use these license taxes to make good the extra cost of road 
maintenance entailed by the use of the public road by heavy vehicles 
in hauling heavy logs and timber by these lumber companies and others. 
In 8. v. Yopp,-97 N. C., 477, it was held that: “The Legislature has 
complete power to regulate the highways in the State and may prescribe 
what vehicles may be used on them, with a view to the safety of pas- 
sengers over them and the preservation of the roads.” This power 
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may be conferred upon local governing agencies. Elliot R. & S. (2 Ed.), 
sec. 424; S. v. Summerfield, 107 N. C., 895. And its being put into 
effect can be made dependent upon the action of the board of supervisors. 
S. v. Barringer, 110 N. C., 525; 8S. v. Chambers, 93 N. C., 600. 

This statute deprives no citizen of any right to use the highway. It 
does not restrain trade, nor is it oppressive. Heavily loaded vehicles 
cut up and injure the public road and a reasonable license tax, the pro- | 
ceeds of which are appropriated to repairing the comage thus produced; 
is exceedingly equitable. 

The method of providing for working and keeping in repair the pub- 

lic roads is a matter solely for the legislative department. The 
(647) old system of working the roads by conscription of labor was 
7 exceedingly inequitable, because it threw the cost of road main- 
tenance upon those deriving the least benefit therefrom—the laboring 
element. This system was handed down to us. by our British fore- 
fathers, in whose government that class had small voice, if any, in the 
adjustment of public burdens. It was a part of the trimoda necessitas 
under the Roman law, and in France, where that system of working the 
roads was known as corvees, it was one of the great grievances which 
found utterance in the great French Revolution and was swept away. 
S. v. Covington, 125 N. C., 644. The change to ‘working the roads by 
taxation has been complete in most civilized countries, but has been 
slower in this State than in most. This is fairer than working by com- 
pulsory labor, but is far from being entirely equitable, since the taxable 
property of individuals rarely bears direct proportion to the benefits 
received from the use of the public roads. An ideal tax probably would 
be one proportioned to the benefits received by each, but this would be 
evidently impracticable. The license tax here imposed for raising a 
fund to be paid by those making extraordinary use of the roadways, to 
be applied to repairing the extra wear and tear of the roads caused 
thereby, is an approximation to the just rule of taxation for roads in 
proportion to benefits received. 

In many other States there has been similar legislation which has 
been upheld by the courts. The cases presenting the question are mostly 
those in which there has been an abatement of the road tax m con- 
sideration of the use of broad tires, an abatement granted by reason of 
the lessened wear and tear of the roads when those are used. People v. 
James, 16-Hun., 426; Utica v. Blackeslee, 46 How. Pr., 165; Gartside v 
East St. Lous, 48 IIL, 47; 8. ¢., 70 Mo., 562; Brooklyn v. Breslin, 57 
N. Y., 591; Nagle v. Augusta, 5 Ga., 546; Com. v. Mullhall, 162 Mass., 

496; Harrison v. Higin, 58 Tl. App., 452, and others. 
(648) It is for the legislative department to prescribe by what 
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methods the roads shall be worked and kept in repair—whether by 
labor, by taxation on property, or by funds raised from license taxes, 
or by a mixture of two or more of these methods— and this may vary 
in different counties and localities to meet the wishes of the people of 
each, and can be changed by subsequent Legislatures. This matter 
has been fully discussed. S. v. Sharp, 125 N. C., 632, 634. 

Under this statute, the State prosecutes for the misdemeanor and the 
board of supervisors can sue for the penalty. 8S. v. Parker, 91 N. C., 
650; S. v. Bloodworth, 94 N. C., 918; S. v. Taylor, 188 N. C., 755; 
School Directors v. Asheville, 187 N. C., 510. 

Upon the special verdict the court should have instructed the jury 
to find the defendant guilty. | 

Reversed. 


Cited: S. v. Wheeler, 141 N. C., 775, 9; S.v. RB. B., 145 N. C., 553; 
OS. v. Owl Co, 154 N. C., 638; Dalton v. Brown, 159 N. C., 180, 182; 
S.v. Bullock 161 N. C., 225; 8S. v. Taylor, 170 N. C., 694. 
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ADDRESS OF WILLIAM P. BYNUM, JR. 





Presenting the Portrait of Judge Thomas Settle to the Supreme Court, 
7 November, 1905. 





May It Please Your Honors: 


An eminent lawyer in a recent address has truly said that every declara- 
tion by a court of the unconstitutionality of a statute is a test of the loyalty 
of the people to the majesty of the law, and the acquiescence of the people is a 
magnificent tribute to the judiciary. The people pay this tribute, in his opinion, 
because of the acknowledged power of the courts vested in them by the Consti- 
tution. “The Constitution rests upon public opinion, and in matters pertaining 
to law, public opinion rests upon the opinion of the bar, and the bar recog- 
nizes and sustains the authority of the courts. The judiciary,” he declares, is - 
therefore “the strongest department of our government. It is the most perma- 
nent. It has amplified its power and jurisdiction. It was never stronger than 
today.” . 

The Supreme Court of North Carolina, from its organization nearly ninety 
years ago, has justly held the respect and confidence of the people more stead- 
fastly than any other branch of the State government. This is due not only 
to its power and its exalted function as the head of one of the great depart- 
ments of government established by the Constitution, but in an especial sense 
to the character and achievements of the thirty-eight judges who, during that 
period, have been members of this Court. Coming from the different walks of 
life, with varied talents and experience, they have performed the duties of their 
office with that uniform wisdom and fidelity which have endeared them to the 
State and justly entitled them to be numbered among the great builders and 
interpreters of our law. Their splendid services need not be recounted here. 
The record and result of their labors may be read in the decisions of this Court, 
the judicial chronicles of their time, and their names will be revered as long 
as the profession which they ennobled shall endure. 

What stranger, even, entering this hall and beholding the faces which adorn 
its walls, does not realize that he is in the presence of extraordinary men? 
He finds not here the stern countenance, the severe eye of the typical judge of 
old, but a company of gentlemen whose dignified and scholarly, yet mild, benig- 
nant features show clearly the warm heart, the broad, charitable spirit of just, 
magnanimous men-——judges who were not feared, but loved. | 

Into this splendid company of the dead, and their worthy successors, the 
living, the portrait of Thomas Settle today is brought by his devoted children 
and presented to the Court that it may take its place in this stately gallery 
of our judges. HKlevated to the bench at the age of thirty-seven, the youngest 
judge that ever sat in this Court, his term of service altogether was seven 
years, and his qualities of mind and heart were such as to endear him 
throughout not only to his associates on the bench, but to the bar generally, 
and won for him the admiration and affection of all who knew him. 

The family to which he belonged is of pure English origin. Near the middle 
of the eighteenth century his great-grandfather, Josiah Settle, came from 
England and established a home in the borders of this State, in the beautiful 
region along the foothills of the Blue Ridge, in what is now Rockingham 
County. He was one of a colony of men who, as Bancroft says, came “from 
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civilized life and scattered among forests; hermits with wives and children, 
resting upon the bosom of nature in perfect harmony with the wilderness of 
their gentle clime. Careless of religious sects or unmolested by oppressive 
laws, they enjoyed liberty of conscience and personal independence, freedom 
of the forest and of the river. The children of nature listened to the inspira- 
tions of nature. They desired no greater happiness than they enjoyed.” 

The scenery, soil and climate of that locality were all that could be desired 
by the early emigrant, and there among the hills of the Dan came many whose 
descendants have made honorable records in the service of the State. In that 
favored region the Settle family lived for more than a hundred years—first 
Josiah, then David, then Thomas, father of him of whom I speak, who was 
born in Rockingham, 9 March, 1789. The family even in those days possessed 
ample means and the graces and comforts of life. Thomas Settle, the elder, 
was liberally educated, and by nature generously endowed. He became a 
lawyer, and was successfull in his practice. In 1816, at the age of twenty- 
seven, he was elected a member of the House of Commons, where he served 
with dignity and ability. The next year he was the Whig candidate for Con- 
gress in the district composed of Caswell, Rockingham, Guilford and Stokes, 
and was elected, succeeding Bartlett Yancey, Democrat, as the representative 
of that district in the Fifteenth Congress. At the expiration of his term he 
was re-elected and served until 1821, when he declined re-election, and was 
succeeded by Romulous M. Saunders, | 

Mr. Settle then returned to the practice of his profession and to the ease 
and dignity of a retired life, which he much preferred. But in 1826 he was 
again called to the public service, and for three successive years was a 
member of the House of Commons, of which, from a number of able Whigs, 
he was chosen Speaker at the session of 1828. In the General Assembly and 
among the people considerable political excitement then prevailed. It was 
the year of General Jackson’s first election to the Presidency, and marked the 
beginning of a new era in the political history of the country. The hostile 
feeling generally prevalent against the Bank of the United States showed 
itself here also against the banks of the State. They were the State Bank of 
North Carolina, the Bank of New Bern, and the Bank of Cape Fear. Judge 
Ruffin was president of the first and William Gaston of the second. It was 
claimed that the stock of these banks had not been paid for as required by — 
their charters; that they had issued more bills or notes than they were au- 
thorized to issue, and had refused to pay them in specie on demand; that 
their debts exceeded the amount limited by law; that they had dealt and 
traded in articles other than those authorized ; had charged usurious interest, 
bought and speculated upon their own paper, and were in the habit of ex- 
acting exorbitant charges as conditions of discounting. By these and other 
practices it was alleged that they had drawn from the people a profit of about 
four million dollars on their stock, three-fourths of which, it was claimed, had 
been issued in a fictitious and fraudulent manner ; and that having received from 
the people this sum, exceeding four times the amount of actual capital paid. 
into the banks according to law, they still held the notes of the people for 
more than five million dollars, about four times the amount of the circulating 
medium of the State. Thus it was claimed that it was in the power of these 
banks to extinguish absolutely the currency of the State and still hold a debt 
against the people of about four million dollars. And this, it was urged, the 
banks were threatening to do; that having for years continued by illegal prac- 
tices to draw from the people the profits of their labor, thus réducing them 
to such an impoverished condition that they could no longer pay their exorbi- 
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tant demands, these grasping institutions, their accusers declared, were now 
preparing to extort from the people their actual means of subsistance. By 
reason of these practices it was insisted that the. banks had forfeited the 
powers and privileges granted in their charters. 

The subject was discussed in the Governor’s message, and.a joint select 
committee of eighteen was raised, to whom the whole matter was referred. 
Robert Potter, of Granville, was chairman. Mr. Gaston was named a member 
of the committee, but declined to serve on account of his connection with one 
of the banks under investigation. Other prominent members were David IL. 
Swain, of Buncombe; James H. Ruffin, of Caswell; Gearge E. Spruill, of 
Halifax, and George C. Mendenhall, of Guilford. A majority of the committee, 
including the members named, examined the banks and their officers and re- 
commended merely the passage of a law imposing a penalty on all banks of. 
the State which, after a certain day, refused to pay specie on demand for © 
their notes. The minority, however, led by Potter, reported a resolution, 
followed by a bill, declaring that the banks had violated and forfeited their 
charters, and directing the Attorney-General forthwith to institute a judicial 
inquiry into their conduct and to prosecute such inquiry by writ of quo 
warranto or other legal process. The bill was a drastic measure virtually 
confiscating the property of the banks, providing for the appointment of com- 
missioners or receivers to wind up their affairs and for the arrest and prose- 
eution of their officers before the Supreme Court. The debate on the bill was 
able and acrimonious. Its leading advocates were William J. Alexander, of . 
Mecklenburg; Charles Fisher, of Salisbury, and Jesse A. Bynum, of Halifax. 
Potter himself, the author of the bill, made many speeches in support of it. 
The debate in opposition was opened with a dignified, convincing argument 
by Mr. Gaston, who was followed by George E. Spruill, David L. Swain, H. C. 
Jones, of Rowan, and Frederick Nash, of Orange, on the same side. The ques- 
tion on the third reading was “loudly called for,” and, being taken by ayes 
and noes, fifty-nine votes were cast for the bill and fifty-eight against it. The 
Speaker, Mr. Settle, was thus placed in a situation of great responsibility, but 
did not seek to evade it. Declaring his belief that the bill should not pass, he 
promptly placed his vote with those of the minority, and thus the bill was lost. 

The sequel proved that the Speaker was right. The attack on the banks 
was due largely to their suspension of specie payments, a condition which for 
several years after the War of 1812 prevailed in all banks south of New York. 
To have passed the bill would have destroyed the banks, and this in turn would 
have destroyed public confidence, and resulted surely in financial disaster and 
distress, 

. The three succeeding years were spent by Mr. Settle at his home in Rocking- 

ham in the practice of his profession and in attending to his farming interests, 
which his father belonged, had won its last victory in the election of General 
cal life, and resolutely rejected all solicitations looking to further political 
preferment. He was soon called, however, to a service more congenial to his 
disposition and tastes. In 1832 he was elected Judge of the Superior Courts 
of Law and Equity, and spent nearly all the remainder of his life in that office, 
resigning in 1857, the year of his death, after twenty-five years of faithful, 
efficient service. 

Judge Settle was a man of fine sense, simple manners and dignified, courtly 
bearing. He was regarded as an upright, able, conscientious lawyer, a wise, 
patient, urbane judge, and a lovable Christian gentleman. A correct estimate of 
his life and character may be derived from its influence on those around him. 
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Among his law students were Alfred M. Scales and John M. Morehead, both 
afterwards Governors of the State, the one a brave general, the other the 
great, constructive statesman of North Corolina. 

Like the Moreheads, Judge Settle was an old-line Whig, with free soil 
proclivities. He believed that slavery was wrong and should be abolished by 
gradual emancipation under proper regulations, and with fair compensation 
provided by law, the course so earnestly urged by Mr. Lincoln in 1862. 

During his long service on the bench he tried many important cases, and 
always with the utmost patience and impartiality. “Four things,” said 
Socrates, “belong to a judge: to hear courteously, to answer wisely, to con- 
sider soberly, and to decide anEORN EY: ” These were Judge Settle’s charac- 
teristics. * 

From 1826 to his death he was a trustee of the University of this State, 
where his sons were educated. He was a devoted member of the Baptist 
Church, and for many years a trustee of Wake Forest College. Dying at the 
age of sixty-eight, half of his entire life was spent in the public service, and 
not a word of calumny was ever uttered against his name. 

Judge Settle was fortunate in his marriage. Henrietta Graves, who became 
his wife, belonged to a family eminent for its sturdy moral and intellectual 
qualities. Her father, Azariah Graves, was a prominent citizen of Caswell 
County, whieh for seven consecutive years he represented in the State 
Senate. Her brother, Calvin Graves, was a member of the Constitutional Con- 
vention of 1885, and later a member of the House of Commons for three years 
and of the Senate for two, where, by his courageous action as Speaker, the 
bill for the construction of the North Carolina Railroad, a measure of the 
utmost importance for the internal a a and development of the 
State, finally became a law. 

Thomas Settle and Henrietta Graves were rich enough and happy enough in 
the possession of their children. Married 21 September, 1820, they spent their 
lives in the country at their hospitable homein Rockingham County. Two sons 
and five daughters constituted the family. Two of the daughters, Elizabeth 
and Rebecca, died in girlhood; one, Henrietta, became the wife of David S. 
Reid, afterwards Governor of the State, and one of its Senators in Congress: 
another Caroline, married Hugh Reid, Esquire, brother of the Governor, and 
a highly useful citizen of Rockingham: and the third Fannie, married Col. 
J. W. Covington, a gentleman of wealth and prominence from Richmond 
County, and after his death the Honorable Oliver H. Dockery, of this State. 
All except Mrs. David S. Reid and the youngest child, Col. David Settle, of 
Wentworth, are dead. 

The devotion of these parents to their children was beautiful. I have read 
some of the letters of the father and mother to their sons—letters full of wise 
counsel, unselfish devotion and the tenderest solicitude for their proper 
suidance and protection. They were justly proud of their family and its con- 
‘nection, and seldom has one less numerous possessed more interesting 





*In April, 1828, at Salisbury, James [. Long handed Richmond M. Pearson a challenge from 
Thomas. J. Green to fight a duel. The trouble arose from Pearson’s denunciation of Green 
for language reflecting on the character of Mrs. Adams, wife of the President, Mr. Pearson 
informed Mr. Long that he “bore a challenge from a scoundrel,’’ and while he would not 
notice Green, if Long felt in the least affronted, he would answer any call he might make. 
Mr. Long then challenged Mr. Pearson, the challenge was accepted and the necessary ar- 
rangements made. Before the meeting, however, Long was bound to the peace in another 
matter and he raised the question whether, if he and Pearson should fight in another State, 
it would forfeit his bond. It was agreed that this question should he referred to “‘two disin- 
terested lawyers of standing,’’ and if their opinion was in the affirmative, ‘the matter should 
not be urged further for the present. The lawyers selected were John M. Morehead and 
Thomas Settle. Their written opinion answered the question in the affirmative and the matter 
was ended. 
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characters. Among its members and immediate connections were two United 
States Senators, four members of the House of Representatives, three judges, 
a Governor of the State, a formidable candidate for the Presidency, and many 
others of distinguished virtues and ability. 

Thomas Settle, the second of that name and fourth child of Thomas Settle 
and Henrietta Graves, was born in Rockingham County, 28 January, 1831. He 
received his academic training at the excellent school of Samuel Smith near 
Madison. He was educated at the University where he was graduated with dis- 
tinction in 1850, at the age of nineteen. There he devoted himself with much 
avidity to general reading and the exercises of his literary society, the Dialec- 
tic, and twas less attentive to Latin, Greek and mathematics, the chief studies 
of that day. Hence he was a capital debater and a popular society leader, and 
was honored with all the offices from president down. In his graduating ad- 
dress he made a marked impression. His ideas were clear, his manner animated 
‘and forcible, his appearance handsome, gracious and commanding. The year 
of his graduation David S. Reid, his brother-in-law, was elected Governor of 
the State, and the young graduate made his entrance into political life as 
private secretary to the Governor. Here he formed the acquaintance of many 
eminent men, who were pleased by his courtesy and affability, and whose ex- 
ample stimulated his ambition for an honorable career. 

He was then in his twenty-first year. His early associations had fostered a 
love of politics. The honorable record of his father in Congress, in the Legis- 
lature and on the bench; the popularity of Governor Reid, then in the full tide 
of his phenomenal career ; his own inclinations and surroundings, as well as the 
very spirit of the times, strengthened his preference for active participation in 
the political struggles and contentions of the time. The war with Mexico had 
lately added to the public domain a large territory north and south of the line 
fixed by the Missouri compromise, and thus revived more bitterly than ever the 
question of the extension or the restriction of slavery. The Whig party, to 
which his father belonged, had won its last victory in the election of General 
Taylor three vears before, and was already showing signs of early disintegra- 
tion. Free-soil Whigs and free-soil Democrats already had their representa- 
tives in Congress, voicing the aggressive purposes of a new and more radical 
party. The Democrats of the South were maintaining the constitutional right 
to take slaves, as any other property, into the territories, and to be protected 
therein by the laws of Congress, a doctrine later affirmed by the Supreme Court 
of the United States. The free-soil Whigs and Democrats of the North, on the 
other hand, declared the common domain to be devoted to justice and liberty, 
not only by the Constitution, but by a law higher than the Constitution, and 
avowed their conviction that slavery must give way “to the salutary instruc- 
tions of economy and to the refining influences of humanity”; while the Abo- 
litionists, with their bitter contempt for the compromises of Congress and the 
Constitution, and their ruthless program of abolition, with or without constitu- 
tional warrant, were ready for a separation from the South should abolition 
prove impossible. To allay these fierce antagonisms, and if possible save from 
disruption his party and the country, Henry Clay had come forward the year 
before, with the dignity of age upon him, to urge measures of compromise. 
Disheartened at the hopeless outlook, but abating nothing of his conviction that 
the Federal Government was supreme and must be obeyed, he had put away his 
old-time imperiousness and pleaded as he had never pleaded before for mutual 
accommodation and agreement. Mr. Webster slackened a little in his constitu- 
tional convictions, and also urged compromise and concession at the risk of his 
own political existence. Mr. Seward, for the free-soil Whigs, and Mr. Chase, 
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for the free-soil Democrats, repudiated all compromise and denied the possi- 
bility of any equilibrium between the sections. The President himself opposed 
the compromise, and exerted the influence of the administration against it. 
But the President was removed by death, and the measures as urged by the 
committee of Congress were passed and approved by his friendly successor. 
California was admitted as a free State; Utah and New Mexico, including all 
the remainder of the Mexican cession, were organized as territories without 
restriction as to slavery; the boundary line of Texas was adjusted; a stringent 
fugitive slave law was enacted, and the buying and selling of slaves in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia was prohibited. The first and fifth of these enactments were 
to satisfy the North; the second and fourth were to pacify the South. They 
were passed chiefly by Southern votes, and framed to meet the demands of 
Southern men and to obviate every reasonable Southern objection. Free-soilers 
and many Whigs of the North opposed them on the ground that they were a 
surrender to the slave power; extreme Democrats of the South opposed them 
because they believed them a waiver of the right to take slaves into the new 
territories and be protected in their ownership as of any other property. . 

In the main however, both of the great political parties loyally supported the 
compromise and seemed to believe that the slavery question had been settled by 
it. Their platforms of 1852 contained strong assertions of their complete ac- 
ceptance of those measures and their determination to take thém as a final 
settlement of the struggle between the slave and the free States. Thousands of 
Whigs in the North, alienated by the efforts of the party thus to ignore the 
great question of slavery, and its failure to take up boldly the cause of liberty, 
left its ranks or refused to vote; while many of its Southern members, especi- 
ally the younger ones, dissatisfied or repelled by its wavering policy, showed 
little interest for its success. Before election day Mr. Clay and Mr. Webster, 
its two great leaders and the champions of the compromise, had passed away, 
and the party received its deathblow in the election of Franklin Pierce. 

In this situation it was not unnatural that Mr. Settle, after reaching his 
majority in 1852, should have departed from the political faith of his father, 
and like many Southern young men of that day allied himself with the Demo- 
cratic party. A controlling reason also was his belief in free suffrage, the popu- 
lar Democratic doctrine on which his kinsman, Governor Reid, had recently 
been elected. Two years later he received his license to practice law. He had 
studied under Judge Pearson at Richmond Hill, and it. was during those days 
that he first met Mary Glenn, who afterwards became his wife. The same 
year his love of debate and the allurements of political life led him to look 
with favor upon the solicitations of his party friends to become a candidate for 
the House of Commons from Rockingham County. His popularity assured his 
election, and for five successive years—1854 to 1859—he was an accomplished 
member of that body, and the latter year was chosen its Speaker. His service 
in the Legislature increased his knowledge and his love for political affairs, 
and gave him the reputation of an astute political manager and debater. Ac- 
cordingly, in 1856, he was placed on the national Democratic ticket as elector 
for his district, and cast the electoral vote of the State for Mr. Buchanan. 

A Democrat, born and reared in the South, firm in his advocacy of Southern 
rights, Mr. Settle was an ardent supporter of the Constitution, a staunch be- 
liever in the union, and opposed to secession in any form so long as the Con- 
stitution and the laws enacted by its authority could be upheld and obeyed. 
Consequently when later the expediency of withdrawing from the Union be- 
came involved in the presidential contest of 1860, he wisely advocated the elec- 
tion of Mr. Douglas as the surest way to forestall that calamity. 
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But the controversy between the North and the South could not be settled by 
the ballot. The cause of it was too deep-seated to be reached by that peaceful 
remedy. It remained one of those unsettled questions which have no pity for 
the repose of nations. Mr. Lincoln’s election alarmed and angered the South. 
Despite his majority in the electoral college, he had received little more than 
one-third of the votes cast by the people, and they came entirely from the 
Northern States. His triumphant party was led by many whom the South re- 
garded as her bitter enemies as well as deliberate violators of the Constitu- 
tion and the laws of Congress, which had been enacted to protect the rights 
of Sowthern men. Those laws, though upheld by the Supreme Court, were 
frequently disregarded in the North. The Court itself was ridiculed and de- 
nounced by Northern Abolitionists and Republicans, and the -Constitution—the 
supreme law of the land—was held to be binding and entitled to respect only 
when it conformed to their ideas of justice and right. One of the prime objects 
of the government established by our forefathers had been to insure domestic 
tranquility. That condition had not prevailed in the United States for many 
years, and the prospect was now no better. In spite, therefore, of their love for 
the Union and its Constitution, which the people of the South had shown from 
the beginning, many of them sincerely believed and were determined that, 
rather than suffer the imposition, the humiliation of remaining in a government 
whose Constitution and laws were disobeyed at will, they would withdraw 
from it and form a government of their own. ‘The question with them was not 
so much the retention of their property in the slave: they were tired of 
Northern criticism, and as they conceived, of Northern insult and wrong. The 
accusation of moral guilt in the matter of slavery had stung them most in- 
tolerably. “They knew,” says Woodrow Wilson in his History of the American 
People, “with what motives and principles they administered slavery, and felt 
to the quick the deep injustice of imputing to them pleasure or passion, or 
brutal pride of mastery in maintaining their hold upon the slaves. Many a 
thoughtful man amongst them saw with keen disquietude how like an incubus 
- slavery lay upon the South; how it demoralized masters who were weak, » 
burdened masters who were strong, and brought upon all alike enormous, hope- 
less economic loss . . . That very fact, their very consciousness that they 
exercised a good conscience in these matters, made them the more keenly sen- 
sitive to the bitter attacks made upon them at the North, the more determined 
now to assert themselves, though it were by revolution, when they saw a party 
whose chief tenet seemed to be the iniquity of the South about to take pos- 
session of the Federal Government. Probably not more than one white man 
out of every five in the South was a slaveholder; not more than half had even 
the use or direction of slaves. Hundreds of the merchants, lawyers, physicians 
and ministers, who were the natural ruling spirits of the towns, owned none. 
But the men who were slave owners were the masters of politics and society. 
Their sensibilities were for all practical purposes the sensibilities of the South; 
and for close upon forty years now it had seemed asif at every turn of the coun- 
try’s history these sensibilities must be put upon the rack. The Missouri com- 
promise of 1820 had treated the institution of slavery, which they maintained, 
as an infection to be shut out by a line as if of quarantine. The alarming 
insurrection of the slaves of Southeastern Virginia, under Nat Turner in 1831; 
the English Act of Hmancipation and the formation of the American Anti-Slav- 
ery Society in 18383; the slow and dangerous Seminole War, which dragged 
from 1882 to 18389, and was as much a war to destroy the easy refuge of run- 
away and marauding negroes in Florida as to bring the Indians, their confed- 
erates, to submission; the critical Texas question; the Mexican War. and the 
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debatable Wilmot Proviso; the Kansas-Nebraska Act, the ‘free-soil’ campaign, 
the break-up of the Whigs and the rise and triumph of the Republicans: it had 
been a culminating series of events whose wounds and perplexities were al- 
ways for the South. Southerners might have looked upon the election of Mr. 
Lincoln as only a casual party defeat, to be outlived and reversed, had it not 
come like a dramatic denouement at the end of the series. As it was, it seemed 
the last, intolerable step in their humiliation.” 

South Carolina took the first step in December, following the election, and 
- Mississippi, Florida, Alabama, Georgia and Louisiana followed in the order 
named. By 18 February, 1861, a Confederate Government had been formed at 
Montgomery, and its president and vice-president inaugurated amid scenes of 
the wildest enthusiasm. On 12 Aprii Fort Sumter was bombarded, and in two 
days it surrendered. The President of the United States issued his call for 
troops, and the President of the Confederate States prepared to meet them. 
North Carolina, Virginia, Arkansas and Tennessee still remained in the Union, 
but their Governors refused to respond to Mr. Lincoln’s call, holding that a 
State had the right to withdraw from the Union and could not rightfully be 
compelled to return. Virginia yielded to her Southern sympathies in April, 
Arkansas early in May, and, both promptly joined the Confederacy, leaving 
North Carolina and Tennessee still in the Union and still hoping that the | 
united efforts of patriotic men in every part of the nation might avert the dan- 
gers threatening it and again unite the States in a common bond of fraternal 
and perpetual union. 

The decisive action of South Carolina in withdrawing from. the Union in De- 
cember, and the certainty that the States south of her would follow, at once 
disclosed to the people of North Carolina that they must decide the momen- 
tous question whether this State would go with those of the South or remain 
with those of the North. This perilous condition, in the judgment of the Gen- 
eral Assembly, then in session, demanded a convention of the people to effect, 
if possible, as it declared, “an honorable adjustment of existing difficulties 
whereby the Federal Union was endangered or otherwise to determine what 
action would best preserve the honor and promise the interests of North Caro- 
lina.” Accordingly an act was passed 1 January, 1861, requiring the Governor 
to cause an election to be held in the several counties of the State 28 February | 
following, to determine whether such convention should assemble, and at the 
same time to choose one hundred and twenty delegates who should compose 
its membership. ‘The real question was not so much the right of secession; 
that had time and again been conceded North and South. It was rather the 
expediency of withdrawing from the Union so long as there was hope of re- 
maining in it with peace and honor. Like Morehead, Graham, Badger, Ruffin, 
Gilmer and others in this State, and Stephens, Johnson and Hill of Georgia, Mr. 
Settle believed that secession at that time was premature; that our troubles 
might and should be settled within the Union rather than out of it. As a union 
Democrat he therefore became a candidate in Rockingham against the con- 
vention, and after a spirited campaign was elected over his opponent, Mr. A. M. 
Seales, who, like Toombs and Davis, favored secession. But the people by a 
narrow majority of 651 (the exact vote being 46,672 to 47,328) decided against 
the convention, and the delegates elected were never called upon to assemble. 
Thus the people of North Carolina refused even to consider the question of 
withdrawing from the Union, although seven of her sister. mreeee had arene 
decided to leave it, 

But though still in the Union, the State was rapidly assuming a military 
status. Organized companies of militia were called out and new companies 
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formed from volunteers and sent to garrison our forts and protect our coasts 
from invasion. The secession of Virginia in April left North Carolina hemmed 
in between the two opposing governments, and, after the secession of Arkansas, 
the only Southern State, save Tennessee, remaining in the Union. On 27 April, 
1861, the President of the United States declared the ports of Virginia and 
North Carolina blockaded, and this the Supreme Court subsequently held, in 
the case of the Protector, was legally the beginning of the war in those States. 
The General Assembly, still in session, by an act, concurred in by two-thirds 
of the members of each House, on 1 May peremptorily required the Governor to 
call an election to be held on the thirteenth of that month for delegates to a 
convention of the people of the State, to be assembled on the twentieth. Noth- 
ing whatever was said in the act as to the purpose or powers of the convention, 
but these were well understood. The election was held, the delegates chosen, 
and the convention met in the city of Raleigh, 20 May, 1861, and immediately 
repealed, rescinded and abrogated the ordinance adopted by North Carolina 
in the Convention of 1789, whereby the Constitution of the United States was 
ratified and adopted, and also all acts of the General Assembly ratifying and 
adopting amendments to that Constitution, dissolved the Union subsisting be- 
tween this State and the other States under the.title of the United States of 
America, and declared the State of North Carolina in full possession and exer- 
cise of all those rights of sovereignty which belong and appertain.to a free and 
independent State. On the same day the convention ratified the Constitution 
of the provisional government of the Confederate States, and thus North Caro- 
lina, next to the last of the original States to enter the Union, was the last of 
them to leave it. 

The popularity of Mr. Settle during this period was strikingly illustrated by 
the fact that, though a Union man and opposed to Mr. Breckinridge’s elec- 
tion to the Presidency, he was elected early in 1861 solicitor of the Fourth 
Judicial Circuit by a Legislature, the majority of whose members were Breck- 
inridge Democrats. On Monday, 12 April, he was prosecuting for the State 
at Danbury, in Stokes County, Judge Howard presiding. He joined James 
Madison Leach, a Union Whig, in a request for the use of the courtroom for 
political speaking during the noon recess. The request was granted, and be- 
tween Mr. Settle, Mr. Leach and the Honorable John A, Gilmer, as Unionists, 
" on the one side, and Mr. A. M. Scales and Mr. Robert McLean, as Secessionists, 
on the other, there followed a political debate of intense feeling and marked 
ability. In a few days the court adjourned, and the judge and solicitor left 
for the latter’s home in Rockingham—the one as strong for immediate seces- 
Sion as the other was against it. On the way, as they approached Madison, 
a strong Union town, they discerned a flag floating from a building in the vil- 
lage. They saw at once it was not the flag of the Union. Several persons 
were riding toward them reading newspapers. Hailing one of them the solici- 
tor inquired what was the matter. Promptly the answer came: Haven't you 
heard the news? Sumter has been attacked. President Lincoln has called for 
75,000 troops. Everybody is for war. Governor Reid is speaking at Madison 
and volunteers are enlisting.” The solicitor turned to the judge and ex- 
claimed: “They are right! I must go to Madison and go with them.” They 
turned out of their way and drove to the village. As they approached they 
heard the voice of Governor Reid speaking in the upper room of a building 
while a large crowd was gathered in and around it. The solicitor sprang up, © 
and waving his hand aloft declared that they were right, and leaping from 
the buggy, mounted a doorstep and poured forth a passionate appeal for every 
mman to stand by the South. 
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“We then went on to his home,” says the judge, “and on the way he de- 
elared he must resign his office and go into the war. I pressed him not to do 
so until the end of the circuit, but he would listen to no delay, insisting that 
he must resign and recommending his successor. The next Monday at Rock- 
ingham, soon after court met, the sound of fife and drum was heard from sev- 
eral directions, and soon there marched into Wentworth one hundred and fifty 
volunteers, and at recess I noticed both Scales and Settle in the ranks. 'Two 
companies were formed and Scales was elected captain of one and Settle of the 
other.” 

“In a week or two,” continues the judge, “I returned to Greensboro. As I 
was passing the residence of the Honorable John A. Gilmer he called to me, 
and coming out to the buggy said, with deep emotion: ‘On my return home I | 
found that at the very hour I was speaking in Danbury my son was donning 
his uniform and hastening away to Fort Macon. We are all one now.’” 

Leach too had “heard the news” and had already raised a company of one 
hundred chosen men from Davidson, of whom he had likewise been elected. 
captain. Such was the effect upon the Union men of the South of the attack 
on Fort Sumter and the call of President Lincoln for troops! | 

Mr. Settle and Mr. Scales, late antagonists on the stump, were now enlisted 
as comrades in @ common cause, and as captains were placed with their re- 
spective companies in the Third, afterward the Thirteenth Regiment of North 
- Carolina troops, which earned a proud record in the subsequent struggle. The 
term of their enlistment was twelve months, and on its expiration Mr. Settle 
returned to his home and was again elected solicitor of his district, and held 
that office until his election to the Reconstruction Convention of 1865, winning 
for himself the reputation of an able lawyer and a fair, impartial officer. 

Sixty days after General Lee’s surrender there was not a Confederate sol- 
dier in arms. They had fought to the point of exhaustion, and when they 
gave their parole the war indeed was over. Throughout the Confederacy the 
surrender was complete. The Southern people were anxious to renew their 
allegiance to the United States and submit to its authority. There was no 
law on the statute books providing a way for their return to the Union. They 
could not resume their old relations of their own accord; their State govern- 
ments had been destroyed or abandoned, and they were compelled to look to 
Washington for the manner, the terms and conditions of their restoration. 
And there the trouble arose, 

Congress, in July, 1861, had declared that the war was not prosecuted by 
the United States in any spirit of oppression, nor for the purpose of conquest 
or subjugation or for overthrowing or interfering with the established institu- 
tions of the Southern States, “but to defend and maintain the supremacy of 
the Constitution and ali laws made in pursuance thereof, and to preserve the 
Union with all the dignity, equality and rights of the several States unim- 
paired’; and that so soon as these purposes were accomplished the war should 
cease. — 

Adhering to these resolutions whenever, during the progress of the war, the 
Federal forces gained a foothold in a Southern State, Mr. Lincoln endeavored 
to aid and encourage the people of such State to establish a civil government 
loyal to the United States, which he recognized as the true government of the 
State, and thus, as far as possible, he allowed them to resume their practical 
relations with the Union. This power he exercised as Commander-in-Chief of 
the Army and Navy, and under that provision of the Constitution imposing the 
duty upon the United States to guarantee to every State a republican form of 
government. The instruments he used to this end were military or provisional 
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governors appointed by him with power to call conventions of those people 
ascertained by a prescribed oath to be loyal, and these conventions were to 
provide for the election, by the loyal people of the State, of a Legislature and 
State officers who should put in motion all the machinery of civil government 
as it existed in the States before the war. They might also elect representa- 
tives to Congress, but Mr. Lincoln did not assume to say that they would be 
admitted, each House being the judge of the election and qualifications of its 
own members. He was anxious from the beginning, says Mr. Blaine, “to re- 
establish civil government in any and every one of the Confederate States 
when actual resistance should cease. A military autocracy, controlling people 
who were engaged in the ordinary avocations of life, was altogether contrary 
-. to his views of expediency, altogether repugnant to his conceptions of right.” 

In February, 1862, the Confederate forces abandoned Nashville, the capital 
of Tennessee. The Federal army oceupied the city and martial law was de- 
clared over the western part of the State. On 5 March Andrew Jackson was 
appointed Military Governor of the State and confirmed by the Senate. He 
was appointed, as he said, on account of “the absence of the regular and estab- 
lished State authorities” and “for the purpose of restoring her government to 
the same condition as before the existing rebellion.”. 

The Federal forces obtained a footing in eastern North Carolina in the spring 
of 1862 sufficient in the view of Mr. Lincoln to warrant the attempt to set up a 
loyal government in this State. Accordingly Edward Stanley was appointed 
Military Governor of the State, and instructions issued to him from the Secre- 
tary of War 2 May, 1862, similar to those which had been given to Governor 
Johnson, of Tennessee. “The great purpose of your appointment,” he was told, 
“is to reéstablish the authority of the Federal government in the State of 
North Carolina and to provide the means of maintaining peace and security to 
the loyal inhabitants of that State until they shall be able to establish civil 
government.” The Governor delivered a public address to the people on 17 
June following but they were not persuaded by his appeals to resume their 
allegiance and the war came to an end without his aes any progress to- 
wards the restoration of this State. 

Likewise, when the national forces captured New Orleans in the spring of 
1862 and obtained a firm foothold in Louisiana, a movement was made to es- 
tablish there a civil government that would be loyal to the Union. In July of 
that year Mr. Lincoln wrote to a Southern gentleman that the people of Louisi- - - 
ana who wished protection to personal property had but to reach forth their 
hands and take it. “Let them in good faith,” said he, “re-inaugurate the na- 
tional authority and set up a State government conforming thereto under the 
Constitution, They know how to do it and can have the protection of the 
army while doing it. "The army will be withdrawn so soon as such State gov- 
ernment can dispense with its presence; and the people of the State can then, 
upon the old constitutional terms, govern themselves to their own liking. This 
is simple and easy.” 

In accordance with that suggestion a government was soon organized and 
on 8 December, 1862, at an election ordered by the Military Governor of Louisi- 
ana, two members of Congress, old citizens of the State, were chosen who, 
on 9 February, 1863, before the close of the Thirty-seventh Congress, were ad- 
mitted to their seats. On 21 November, a few days before that election was 
held, in a note to the Provisional Governor warning him that Federal office- 
holders not citizens of Louisiana should not be chosen to represent the State 
in Congress, Mr. Lincoln referring to the Southern States, said: ‘We do not 
particularly need members of Congress from those States to enable us to get 
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along with legislation here. What we do want is the conclusive evidence that 
respectable citizens of Louisiana are willing to be members of Congress and 
to swear support to the Constitution, and that other respectable citizens are 
willing to vote for them and send them. To send a parcel of Northern men 
here as Representatives, elected as would be understood (and perhaps really 
so) at the point of the bayonet, would be disgraceful and outrageous, and 
were I a member of Congress here, I would vote against admitting any such 
man to a seat.” 

The action of Mr. Lincoln in assuming the power to restore Louisiana to 
the Union so far as her State government was concerned was not approved 
by the leaders of his party in Congress. They held that the rights of the 
seceding States under the Constitution had been destroyed by their own action 
and when they should be conquered it would be for the conqueror to determine 
then what terms it would be expedient to impose. Indeed, the very theory 
of the Crittendon resolutions passed by Congress in July, 1861, when presented 
for reaffirmation in December, 1862, was defeated by a party vote. Between 
the position of the President and that of Congress a serious divergence was 
developing. | 

In his message to Congress 8 December, 1863, Mr. Lincoln proposed a defi- 
nite plan of restoration. “The constitutional obligation of the United States,” 
said he, “to guarantee to every State in the Union a republican form of gov- 
ernment and to protest the State in such cases is explicit and full. This sec- 
tion of the Constitution contemplates a case wherein the element within a_ 
State favorable to republican government in the Union may be too feeble fer an 
opposite and hostile element external to or even within the State, and such are 
precisely the cases with which we are now dealing. An attempt to guarantee 
and protect a revived State government constructed in whole or in preponder- 
ating part from the very element against whose hostility and violence it is to 
be protected is simply absurd. There must be a test by which to separate the 
opposing elements so as to build only from the sound, and that test is a suffi- 
ciently liberal one which accepts as sound whoever will make a sworn recan- 
tation of his former unsoundness.”’ . 

He accompanied the message with a proclamation in which he granted full 
pardon with restoration of all rights of property, except as to slaves, to all 
persons who had directly or by implication participated in the Confederacy, 
upon condition that every such person should take and subscribe and thence- 
forward maintain inviolate an oath to faithfully support and defend the Con- 
stitution and the Union of the States thereunder and to abide by all laws and 
proclamations made during the existence of the Confederacy, having reference 
to slaves, “so long and so far as not modified or declared void by decisions of 
the Supreme Court.” 

Excepted from the benefits of this pardon were, first, the civil and diplo- 
matie officers or agents of the Confederate government; second, those who left 
judicial stations in the United States government to aid the Confederacy ; 
third, military officers of the Confederacy above the rank of colonel and naval 
officers above the rank of lieutenant; fourth, all who left seats in the Congress 
of the United States to aid the Confederacy; fifth, all who resigned commis- 
sions in the National Army and Navy and afterwards aided the Confederacy ; 
sixth, all who had engaged in treating colored persons, or white persons in 
charge of them, found in the military or naval service of the United States, 
otherwise than as prisoners of war. 

The task of establishing a State government was thus entiusted by Mr. Lin- 
coln’s plan to the loyal people of the State, tested by taking the prescribed 
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oath. He required that enough should take it in any State to cast one-tenth as 
many votes as were cast in the State for President in 1860, The qualifica- 
tions of voters should be the same as those existing by the law of the State 
immediately before the act of secession. A government thus established in any 
seceding State should “be recognized as the true government of the State” and 
the State should “receive thereunder the benefits of the constitutional provision 
which declares that the United’ States shall guarantee to every State in this 
Union a republican form of government.” Clearly, then, such States were not 
altogether, in his opinion, outside of the Constitution or the Union. 

Any provision which might be adopted by such State government recogniz- . 
ing the permanent freedom of the colored people and providing for their educa- 
tion consistently with their condition as a laboring, landless and homeless 
class would not, said he, “be objected to by the National Executive.’ The 
question of the admission of Senators and Representatives was to be decided 
by the respective Houses of Congress. The President took pains to say that 
his proclamation was intended to present to the people of the States wherein 
the national authority had been suspended and loyal State governments sub- 
verted, “a mode by which the national authority and loyal State governments 
might be reéstablished within such States’; and while the mode presented 
was the best the Executive could suggest with his present impressions, it 
should not be understood that no other possible mode would be acceptable. 

In pursuance of the President’s proclamation State governments were estab- 
lished during the following year in Lowvisiana, Arkansas and Tennessee and 
constitutions were adopted abolishing slavery. 

This plan of Mr. Lincoln’s was not favorably received by the leaders of his 
party in Congress. They thought so important a matter should have been de- 
termined by legislation and not by mere executive proclamation. A sharp is- 
sue was drawn between the President and Congress. The Senators and Rep- 
resentatives chosen by the reorganized State governments, which he had declared 
he would recognize, were refused admission to seats. ‘This conflict rendered 
the situation doubly confusing. According to the Democratic and Southern 
theory those States were in the Union; according to the Congressional theory 
they were out of the Union. Under the operation of the President’s plan 
they were partly in and partly out of the Union. So far as executive recogni- 
tion had validity they were in; but so far as the important function of repre- 
sentation in Congress was concerned, they were out. 

The leaders of Congress proceeded to answer the President’s position with 
a bill passed 4 July, 1864, the first reconstruction act of Congress. It set 
forth the congressional plan of reconstruction and was known as the Wade- 
Davis bill. It provided that the President should appoint a Provisional Gov- 
ernor in each of the seceding States and that so soon as resistance to the na- 
tional authority had ceased in any State, the Governor should enroll the white 
male citizens; and if a majority of them should take an oath to support the 
Constitution of the United States, then the election of delegates to a constitu- 
tional convention should be ordered. The State Constitution should contain 
provisions imposing disabilities upon certain civil and military officers of the 
Confederacy, prohibiting the payment of all debts incurred in aid of the Con- 
federacy, and abolishing slavery. When all requirements had been complied 
with to the satisfaction of Congress, the President should recognize the State 
government and the State should thereupon become entitled to representation | 
in Congress. The measure contained no provision for negro suffrage. 

The bill did not reach the President until a few hours before the sine die 
adjournment of Congress. He did not sign it and it failed to become a law. 
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He gave his reasons in a public proclamation in which he said that he did not | 
wish by signing the bill ‘to be inflexibly committed to any single plan of res- 
toration” or to declare that the State governments already established should 
be “set aside and held for naught, thereby repelling and discouraging the 
loyal citizens who have set up the same as to further effort, or to declare a 
constitutional competency in Congress to abolish slavery in the States.” At 
the same time he was “satisfied with the system contained in the bill, as one 
very proper for the loyal people of any State choosing to adopt it,’? and to that 
end he would give executive aid and assistance to any such people as soon as 
military resistance to the United States was suppressed in such State and the 
people thereof returned to their obedience to the Constitution and laws of the 
United States, in which. case military governors would be appointed with 
directions to proceed according to the bill.” — 

The President was answered by the authors of the bill in a paper person- 
ally vituperative, in which his motives were impeached and his action char- 
acterized as “a studied outrage on the legislative rights of the people.” The 
issue was squarely made whether the President by military order was to re- 
store, or Congress by law to reconstruct, the insurrectionary States. Mr. Lin- 
coln had been renominated by President in June and in August a conference 
of leading men of his party was held in New York and a committee appointed | 
to request him to withdraw and to bring about a new convention to nominate ~ 
a Union Candidate. Mr. Sumner writing to Cobden says:. “The ‘Tribune,’ 
‘Evening Post,’ ‘Independent,’ and ‘Cincinnati Gazette’ were all represented in 
it, but as soon as they read the platform, (adopted by the Democrats at Chi- 
cago) they ranged in support of Mr. Lincoln.” . 

On .all the great questions which finally stood forth in the process of re- 
construction, namely, the legal status of the seceded States, by whose author- 
_ ity they should be allowed to resume their place in the Union, the status and 

punishment of the individuals who joined the Confederacy, and the legal and 
political status to be given to the negro, the President held one view and Con- 
gress another. Four days before his death, in the last public address he made, 
he declared that his plan of restoration had been submitted in advance to his 
cabinet and “distinctly approved by every member of it’? and that while no 
exclusive and inflexible plan could safely be presented as to details, the im- 
portant principles involved were and must be inflexible. His closing words 
were: “In the present situation it may be my duty to make some new an- 
nouncement to the people of the South. I am considering and shall not fail 
to act when satisfied that action will be proper.” 

That “new announcement,” according to General Grant and Mr. McCulloch, 
a member of both Cabinets, was the proclamation of amnesty and pardon 
which had already been prepared by Mr. Lincoln and which was subsequently, 
on 29, May, 1865, issued by his successor, Mr. Johnson. This proclamation 
was similar to that of 8 December, 1863, except that fourteen classes of per- 
sons instead of six were excepted from the privileges of the amnesty. The 
theory was the same. 

On the same day, 29 May, 1865, President Johnson appointed William W. 
Holden, Provisional Governor of North Carolina and required him “at the 
earliest practicable period to prescribe such rules and regulations as might 
be necessary and proper for convening a convention composed of delegates to 
be chosen by that portion of the people of the State who were loyal to the 
United States, for the purpose of altering or amending its constitution; and 
with authority to exercise, within the limits of the State, all the powers neces- | 


515 


APPENDIX. 





sary and proper to enable the loyal people of the State to restore it to its 
constitutional relations to the Federal Government.” 

In the election of delegates to the convention no person was to be a quali-. 
fied elector or eligible as a member unless he had previously taken the oath of 
amnesty set forth in the President’s proclamation and was a gualified voter 
under the Constitution and laws of the State in force immediately before 20 
May, 1861. The President further directed that the convention or the Legis- 
lature that might thereafter assemble should prescribe the qualifications of 
electors and the eligibility of persons to hold office under the Constitution and 
laws of the State, “a power,” said he, “the people of the several States com- 
posing the Federal Union have rightfully exercised from the origin of the gov- 
ernment to the present time.” 

The heads of the several departments of the national government were di- 
rected to put in force in North Carolina all laws of the United States, the 
administration of which belonged to their respective departments; and in 
making appointments they were directed to give preference to qualified loyal 
persons residing within the State. The United States Judge for the district in 
which North Carolina was included was directed to hold courts within the 
State in accordaice with the provisions of the act of Congress, and the At- 
torney-General was instructed to enforce the administration of justice in the 
State in all matters within the cognizance and jurisdiction of the Federal 
courts. Mr. Seward accompanied the order with a circular directing that the 
prescribed oath might be taken and subscribed before any commissioned off- 
eer, civil, military or naval, in the service of the United States, or any civil 
or military officer of the State who. by the laws thereof, might be qualified for 
administering oaths. 

In performance of the duty imposed by the order of his appointment Gover- 
nor Holden, on 8 August, 1865, ordered an election to be held on 2 September | 
for delegates to a convention to assemble in Raleigh on 2 October following, 
for the purpose specified in the order of the President appointing him. The 
number of delegates to be chosen was 120. Mr. Settle was elected from Rock- 
ingham. 

The first Southern reconstruction assemblies were severely criticized and 
condemned by the North. Thaddeus Stevens spoke of them at the time as an 
“ageregation of whitewashed rebels who, without any legal authority, have 
assembled in the capitols of the late rebel States and simulated legislative 
bodies.” And Mr. Blaine, in his Twenty Years of Congress, refers to them as 
“an assemblage of oligarchs . . . little else than consulting bodies of Con- 
federate officers under the rank of brigadier-general, actually sitting through-~ 
out their deliberations in the uniforms of the rebel service and apparently 
dicating to the Government of the Union the grounds on which they would 
consent to resume representation in the National Congress”; and their offi- 
cial acts, he asserts, were “inspired by a spirit of apparently irreconcilable 
hatred of the Union,” and were intended practically to reénslave the negro. 
Passing by the question of the justice of these criticisms, as they relate to the | 
conventions and Legislatures of other Southern States, let us see whether or 
not they are justly applicable to those of North Carolina. 

The first reconstruction convention of North Carolina was composed of men 
who were nearly all old-line Whigs and Union Democrats originally opposed 
to secession. Of its members nine, namely, Giles Mebane, of Alamance; EH. J. 
Warren, of Beaufort; D. D. Ferebee, of Camden; Bedford Brown, of Caswell; 
George Howard, of Edgecombe; R. P. Dick, of Guilford; W. A. Smith, of 
Johnston; John Berry, of Orange; and A. H. Joyce, of Stokes, had been mem- 
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bers of the secession convention in 1861. Bedford Brown had been a United 
States Senator, and two other members, John Pool and Thomas J. Jarvis, after- 
wards became United States Senators from this State: six, Nathaniel Boyden, 
Gen. Alfred Dockery, Alexander H. Jones, I. G. Lash, Edwin G. Reade and 
W. A. Smith, had been or were afterwards members of Congress from this 
State; three, C. C. Clark, Jesse R. Stubbs and Samuel H. Walkup, were elected 
members of the Thirty-ninth Congress but were not allowed to take their seats; 
two, Tod R. Caldwell and Thomas J. Jarvis, were afterwards Governors of the 
State; one, M. E. Manly, had been a Justice of this Court, and seven others, 
Boyden, Bynum, Dick, Faircloth, Furches, Reade and Settle, became Justices 
of this Court, two of whom, Faircloth and Furches, became Chief Justices ; 
three, Brooks, Dick and Settle, became United States District Judges; six, 
Buxton, Furches, Gilliam, Howard, Warren and McCoy, had been or after- 
wards became Judges of the Superior Courts of North Carolina. In addition 
to these the convention numbered among its members such eminent lawyers 
as B. F. Moore, of Wake; Samuel F. Phillips, of Orange; William A. Wright, 
of New Hanover; Patrick H. Winston, of Franklin; D. H. Starbuck, of 
Forsyth; William Eaton, Jr., of Warren; Neill McKay, of Cumberland; R. 8. 
Donnell, of Beaufort; Edward Conigland, of Halifax; Neal A. McLean, of 
Robeson; R. H. Winburne, of Chowan; W. A. Allen, of Duplin, and A. H. 
_ Joyce, of Stokes; and such prominent professional and business men as E. M. 
Stevenson, of Alexander; Lewis Thompson, of Bertie; D. F. Caldwell, of 
Guilford; J. R. Love, of Jackson; Dr. Eugene Grissom, of Granville; Dr. 
William Sloan, of Gaston; Montford McGehee, of Person; Daniel L. Russell, 
Sr., of Brunswick; Giles Mebane, of Alamance; L. L. Polk, of Anson; R. L. 
Patterson, of Caldwell; Thomas I. Faison, of Sampson; J. S. Spencer, of Mont- 
gomery ; James McCorkle, of Stanly, and others who were eminent and useful 
citizens of the State. 

The convention met in the hall of the House of Commons in Raleigh at noon 
2 October, 1865, and its first act was to have administered to its members the 
oath to support the Constitution of the United States and to direct the flag of 
the Nation to be raised over the capitol during the deliberations of the conven- 
tion. Edwin G. Reade was unanimously elected president. One paragraph in 
his address on assuming the chair showed the spirit and sentiment of the con- 
vention. “Fellow citizens,” said he, “we are going home. Let painful 
reflections upon our late separation and pleasant memories of our early union 
quicken our footsteps toward the old mansion, that we may grasp hard again 
the hand of friendship which stands at the door, and sheltered by the old home- 
stead which was built upon a rock and has Wwealhercd the storm, enjoy 
together the long, bright future which awaits us.’ 

The Provisional Governor quoted this paragraph approvingly in his message, 
which likewise was conciliatory in tone and temper. Mr. Settle was among 
the younger members but was active in the discussion of all matters of public 
interest that came before the convention. He was chairman of the committee — 
on the abolition of slavery and the author of the ordinance forever abolishing — 
slavery in this State. He was also chairman of the special committee on the 
state debt and a member of other important committees of the convention. He 
was described at that time by a Northern spectator as “a’ man about six feet 
in height, 190 pounds in weight and 34 years of age; erect, broad-shouldered, 
with full face, firm mouth, bronzed and rosy cheeks, large brown eyes, dark- 
brown hair and whiskers. He speaks with force and unmistakable emphasis, 
gesticulates with a full sweep from the shoulder, and adds a sincere love of 
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the Union to a hearty hatred of secession.” Mr. Moore, Chairman of the Com- 
mittee on the Revision of the Constitution; Mr. Boyden, Chairman of the Com- 
mittee on the Ordinance of Secession; Mr. Phillips, Chairman of the Committee 
on the Acts of the Convention, the Legislature and the Courts since 1861, and 
Mr. Settle, were the leaders of the majority in the convention. 

By a vote of one hundred and five to nine an ordinance was passed on the 
fourth day of the convention declaring the ordinance of secession null and 
void from the beginning. Those voting in the negative objected merely to the 
form of the ordinance. They were willing to vote for a resolution declaring 
that the arbitrament of the sword had decided against the right of a State to 
secede, but to declare the ordinance of secession null and void from the 
beginning was in their opinion a grave reflection upon the able body that 
passed that ordinance; and they distinctly stated that in opposing the pro- 
posed ordinance they were not to be considered secessionists. On the fifth day, 
by a vote of one hundred and nine in the affirmative and none in the negative, 
an ordinance was passed forever prohibiting slavery in the State. At the 
urgent request of President Johnson an ordinance was also passed forbidding 
the payment of the debts created or incurred by the State in aid of the war. 
As to the negroes, the Governor, by authority of the convention, appointed B. F. 
Moore, W. 8S. Mason and R. 8. Donnell commissioners to prepare and report to 
the Legislature next elected a system of laws upon the subject of freedmen and 
to designate such laws then in force as should be repealed in order to con- 
form the statutes of the State to the ordinance of the convention abolishing 
slavery. All the machinery of civil government was provided and established ; 
the State was divided into congressional districts and an election for governor 
and other executive officers and for members of the General Assembly and 
of Congress was ordered to be held on the second Thursday of November 
following, and on 19 October the convention adjourned until 24 May, 1866. 
Judge Reade, its president temporarily dismissing the delegates, declared: 
“Our work is finished. The breach in our government so far as the same was 
by force, has been overcome by force; and so far as the same had the sanction 
of the Legislature, the legislation has been declared null and void. So that 
there remains nothing to be done except the withdrawal of military force, 
when all our governmental relations will be restored without further asking 
on the part of the State or giving on the part of the United States 
It remains for us to return to our constituents and engage with them in the 
great work of restoring our beloved State to order and prosperity.” 

Admirable optimism, but how mistaken! More than a month before 
Charles Sumner, leader of the Senate, addressing the Republicans of Massa- 
chusetts. had declared: “It is impartial suffrage that I claim, without dis- 
tinction of color, so that there shall be one equal rule for all men. And this, 
too, must be placed under the safeguard of constitutional law .. . As 
those who fought against us should be for the present disfranchised, so those 
who fought for us should be enfranchised. All these guaranties should be 
completed and crowned by an amendment of the Constitution of the United 
States especially providing that hereafter there shall be no denial of the 
electoral franchise or any exclusion of any kind on account of race or color, 
but all persons shall be equal before the law.” At the same time Thaddeus 
Stevens, the master spirit of Congress and of the period, writing to Sumner 
about the Republican State Convention of Pennsylvania recently held, com- 
plained that negro suffrage had been passed over by it as “heavy and prema- 
ture.” But, said he, “get the Rebel States into a territorial condition and it 
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can be easily dealt with. That, I think, should be our great aim. Then con- 
gress can manage it.” Here were foreshadowed the Fourteenth and Fifteenth 
Amendments to the Constitution of the United States, and it was predetermined 
that the work of our convention, whatever it might be, if it fell short of estab- 
lishing and securing impartial or universal suffrage, should come to naught. - 
The plan of Lincoln and of Johnson was already doomed to defeat by the great 
leaders of their party in Congress. . 

The election was held 9 November, 1865. The anti-secession and anti- ' 
slavery ordinances adopted by the convention were ratified by the people, the 
former by a vote.of 20,870 for, and 1,988 against it, and the latter by a vote of 
19,039 for, and 3,970 against it. Seven members of Congress were elected, 
among them Charles C,. Clark from the second district, Thomas C. Fuller from 
the third, and Josiah Turner from the fourth, the Raleigh district. A General 
Assembly and State officers were also elected. 

Interest centered largely in the contest for Governor. It was the abition of 
Mr. Holden to be elected Governor by the people. He had been a member of 
the convention of 1861 and voted for the ordinance of secession. He was a 
Democrat who strongly favored the war when it began, but by 1864 had 
become an avowed Union man who favored the immediate termination of the 
war and the speedy restoration of the State to the Union. That year he had 
been a candidate against Mr. Vance for Governor but was defeated. He was 
a personal acquaintance and friend of President Johnson and had been 
appointed by him Provisional Governor for this reason and also because of 
his acknowledged ability and pronounced unionism. He was intensely hated 
by the Democrats. Considerable indignation had arisen in the convention 
from the belief that President Johnson’s telegram to him urging the conven- 
tion to repudiate the State war debt was sent at his instigation. Notwith- 
standing the urgent request of the President, Mr. Moore had proposed to leave 
the whole matter to the people and this proposition was defeated by only four 
majority, the vote being 46 to 50. 

Jonathan Worth was then State Treasurer in the provisional government. 
His record for unionism was good. He was a Whig and had opposed secession. 
He believed, as he afterwards said in his message, that the war ought never 
to have occurred—that it never would have occurred if the masses of the 
people of the two sections could have met in council and freely inter- 
changed opinions and information. He was satisfied that the jealousy, hatred 
and distrust engendered by the struggle prevailed among politicians with far 
more intensity than among the citizens, including the late soldiers in either 
section. But he was squarely in favor of paying the debts created by the 
State in aid of the Confederacy, while Holden was one of the leading spirits 
who opposed it. 

A powerful opponent of Mr. Holden was Josiah Turner, then editor of the 
Raleigh Sentinel. Mr. Turner came within one of these classes excepted by the 
President in his proclamation of amnesty and it was necessary for him to 
have his disabilities removed by pardon or otherwise before he could vote or 
be eligible to office. Pardons were secured by petition to the President 
approved by the Governor. Mr. Turner prepared his own petition and being 
an ardent Whig and a Union man, it was nothing less than a severe arraign- 
ment of the Provisional Governor and the party to which he belonged at the 
commencement of the war. It was forwarded to the President with a recom- 
mendation by the Provisional Governor that it be held up. Mr. Turner went 
to Washington to inquire about the delay and was shown the endorsement of 
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the Provisional Governor on the petition. He returned to Raleigh and the 
night afterwards, by appointment, delivered a characteristic speech in the 
courthouse, bitterly denouncing Holden and urging the nomination and elec- 
tion of Mr. Worth. Within twenty-five days of the election Worth was pre- 
vailed upon and his candidacy for Governor announced. Mr. Turner sup- 
ported him powerfully in his newspaper and on the stump and as effectually 
opposed Mr. Holden. Mr. Worth was supported largely by those who had 
been secessionists and Mr. Holden by the unionists. Mr. Settle, always a 
consistent Union man and the champion of the ordinance forbidding the pay- 
ment of the State war debt, in which he was aided by the President and 
Governor Holden, naturally supported the latter in his candidacy as he had 
also done in 1864. Holden was defeated by a majority of 5,930, his vote being 
25,704 and Worth’s 31,648, showing a loyal qualified electorate of 57,347 in the 
State, while the total vote cast for President in 1860 was 96,230, thus meeting 
many times over the requirement of Mr. Lincoln that the loyal electorate 
should be as many as one-tenth of the actual voting population in 1860. 

To complete the work of restoration required by the President the General 
Assembly met 30 November, 1865. Many of its members were also members of 
the convention which had recently adjourned. Mr. Settle had been elected 
from Rockingham and was chosen Speaker of the Senate, thus, before his 
thirty-fifth year, attaining the speakership of both branches of the Legislature. 
The convention had already repealed the ordinance of secession, abolished 
slavery and prohibited the payment of the debts created by the State in aid of 
the Confederacy; and the Legislature was now requested to take the only 
remaining step necessary for complete restoration by ratifying the Thirteenth 
Article of Amendment to the Constitution of the United States which had been 
submitted by Congress in February before. Though out of the Union, accord- 
ing to the view of Congress, the State was thus called upon to exercise and did 
exercise one of the highest functions of an American State in the Union. On 
21 November Governor Holden had received the following telegram from Mr. 
’ Seward, Secretary of State: | 

“The President sincerely trusts that North Carolina will, by her Legisla- 
ture, promptly accept the Congressional Amendment of the Constitution of the 
United States abolishing slavery. 

“He relies upon you to exercise all your functions as heretofore, with the 
same wisdom and in the same spirit of loyalty and devotion to the Union that. 
has marked your administration hitherto. 

“The President desires you to feel entirely assured that your efforts to sus- 
tain the administration of the Government and give effect to its policy are 
fully appreciated and that they will, in no case, be forgotten.” 

The proposed amendment was almost unanimously ratified 4 December, 
On the same day Congress met and the loyalty of the Southern people and 
their right to representation in that body were denied. The representatives 
from the Southern States were denied their seats. William A. Graham and 
John Pool, both Whigs and original Union men, were elected Senators from 
this State. A joint committee of fifteen, six Senators and nine Representa- 
tives, was appointed by Congress to inquire into the condition of the Southern 
States and report whether they or any of them were entitled to be repre- 
sented in either House of Congress. General Grant, who had recently been . 
in the South, reported in effect that they were, and General Schurz, fresh 
from the same country, reported substantially that they were not. These 
reports accompanied a special message from the President to the Senate in 
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response to a call for information on the progress of reconstruction in the 
South and furnished arguments respectively to the friends and opponents of 
the President in his efforts to restore civil government in the Southern States. 
The twenty-seventh of November the President had sent Governor Holden the 
following telegram, which was published in the Standard. 

“Accept my thanks for the noble and efficient manner in which you have 
discharged your duty as a Provisional Governor. You will be sustained by 
the Government. | 

“The results of the recent elections in North Carolina have greatly damaged 
the prospects of the State in the restoration of -its governmental relations. 
Should the action and the spirit of the Legislature be in the same direction, 
it will greatly increase the mischief already done and might be fatal. 

“It is hoped the action and spirit manifested by the Legislature will be so 
directed, as rather to repair than inerease the difficulties under which the 
State has already placed itself.” 

To correct the impressions indicated by that message the General Assembly 
on the ninth unanimously passed the following resolutions and transmitted a 
copy of them to the President and Congress: 

“Resolved, That the people of North Carolina have accepted the terms 
offered them by the President of the United States, and have complied with the 
conditions laid down by him as necessary to restore our constitutional 
relations. with the other States of the Union; and that they have done so in 
good faith, and with the intention and determination to preserve and main- 
tain them. 

“Resolved, That the people of North Carolina are loyal to the government 
of the United States, and are ready to make any concessions not inconsistent 
with their honor and safety, for the restoration of that harmony upon which 
their prosperity and security depend. 

“Resolved, That we have confidence in the ability, integrity and patriotism 
of Andrew Johnson, President of the United States; and that in behalf of the 
people of North Carolina, we return our thanks to him for the kindness, liber- 
ality and magnanimity which he has displayed towards them.” 

About the middle of December the Legislature adjourned until February, 
but was called to meet in extra session by Governor Worth 18 January, 1866. 
Before adjournment, however, if presented to the President of the United 
States the following Memorial, in the preparation and sentiments of which 
Mr. Settle heartily shared, and asked that the same be laid before Congress: 

“The Memorial of the General Assembly of the State of North Carolina 
respectfully shows that this assembly was appointed, elected and convened in 
‘strict accordance with your Excellency’s plan for reorganizing the States 
lately at war with the United States. The people of North Carolina embraced 
with zeal and with a loyal spirit your Excellency’s plan for the restoration of 
the State to the rights of a member of the Federal Union, and since the sur- 
render of General Johnson, they have been universally actuated by a fixed 
and honest desire to be faithful citizens of the United States. 

“Aecording to your Excellency’s instructions, a convention of the people was 
held in October, which repealed the ordinance of secession, declaring it never 
to have been in force; abolished forever the institution of slavery, and forbade 
the Legislature ever to assume or provide for debts contracted for the war. 
The convention also provided for an election for Governor, for members of this 
Assembly, and for various local officers, and immediately after the meeting of 
this Assembly, the amendment to the Constitution of the United States, 
abolishing and prohibiting slavery, was ratified with almost perfect unanimity. 
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“The late elections were held without excitement or tumult, and in good 
faith towards the government and Constitution of the United States, and 
whatever differences of opinion there may haye been as to men, the people 
were a unit in their desire to do all that your Excellency required them to do, 
and to live in peace under and in obedience to the Constitution and laws of the 
general Government of the United States. 

“Your memorialists therefore respectfully desire that the civil law may be 
restored and the State permitted to resume its position as a member of the 
Federal Union. They make no complaint of the military authority here, but 
on the contrary, would bear cheerful testimony to the wise regard of your 
Excellency for the interest of the people, and to the efficiency and courtesy 
of the officers who are, and have been, in command in North Carolina, But 
it is respectfully and earnestly submitted, that the wisest and best system of 
military rule alone will necessarily fail in accomplishing what the circum- 
stances of this people require. 

“They have for generations been accustomed to the exercise of civil law, to 
the machinery of a State with a Governor, Legislature, courts of various 
grades, and county organizations. Hundreds of important and vital interests 
are waiting the care of local legislation and of local officers, and the said deso- 
lations of war, material and moral, demand that life and energy should be 
immediately imparted to every agency of society. The interests of the people 
of North Carolina are the interests of the people of the United States; it is 
important to the whole country that the great resources of the region should 
be developed; that the soil should be cultivated with hopeful energy and 
thrift; that trade should be revived: that schools should be established; that 
crime should be punished and a healthful moral tone promoted. No human 
being in North Carolina anticipates the possibility or the desire of renewed 
rebellion here, and all the inhabitants of the State desire to perform their obli- 
gations to the country and to have the national credit sustained. 

“But the present State of suspense and insecurity of long continuance will 
necessarily result in the most deplorable injuries. It is natural that the late 
tremendous contest should make sad breaches in society and open a way for a 
fearful harvest of ruin and crime. The people so severely crippled in their 
pecuniary resources and in the loss of nearly all their implements of industry 
are in danger of becoming hopeless and heartless. Honest and useful enter- 
prise is at a stand, works of internal improvement are likely to be arrested and 
go to decay, moral agencies of every Kind are languishing, the tendency to im- 
migration is checked, and the all-pervading power of the civil law, executed 
by numerous and efficient agents, being no longer felt, there is no security in 
the dealings between man and man; the passions of the evil-disposed are not 
held in check, and oppression, fraud, violence and wrong, in all their count- 
less forms, are left to prey on every community. If the threatened process of 
demoralization is not speedily checked by the life-infusing power of efficient 
civil authority and by the restoration of moral power, North Carolina, in- 
stead of being a useful and profitable member of the Federal Union, will be 
scouraged by the outlaw and bandit and will fall into a condition in which 
she will be only a burden to the general government. In view of these con- 
siderations so important to the entire Nation, your memorialists respectfully 
ask that the machinery of the civil government of the State may be restored 
to vitality and set in motion, with full authority to protect our rights and pun- 
ish all crime, and be thereby enabled to preserve our ancient fame as a moral, 
pure and law-abiding people. And they would ask this much, even if, for 
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reasons that seem good to your Excellency, North Carolina is not permitted 
to resume her position in the Federal Union. 

‘When North Carolina gives her pledge she does it honestly. She has 
again tendered her plighted faith to the Government of the United States and 
she has manifested her spirit by acts that speak for themselves. There is no 
disloyalty among her people, no thought or dream of another rebellion. They 
are not ashamed of their courage, however, nor of their honest tenacity of 
‘purpose and desire to be free, and they feel assured that the brave and gener- 
ous people of the North will respect in them that manhood which, upon an hun- 
dred fields, has won the applause of a gazing world. 

“They have cheerfully given up their slaves and they are now actuated by 
a sincere desire of promoting the welfare and happiness of the unfortunate 
negro between whom and them there are very many old and tender ties. 

“Your memorialists present themselves to your Excellency and to the repre- 
sentatives of this great nation with as honorable a purpose as ever actuated 

any people.” . 

. Pursuant to this request the President directed Governor Holden to discon- 
tinue the Provisional Government, and on 28 December, 1865, by direction of 
the President, he turned over to Governor Worth the Great Seal of the State 
and its other property and effects in the capitol, and Governor Worth entered 
upon the discharge of his duties as Civil Governor. The General Assembly 
met in extra session 18 January, 1866, to perfect the organization of civil gov- 
ernment in which there had been discovered some defects. On 22 January 
the learned commissioners appointed by the convention to conform the stat- 
utes of the State to the changed conditions resulting from the emancipation 
of the slaves submitted an able and thorough report recommending an enlarge- 
ment of the rights and privileges of the freedmen and abolishing discriminations 
against them. The report was substantially enacted into law. It conferred 
upon persons of color the same rights and subjected them to the same disabili- 
ties as by the laws of the State were conferred on or attached to free persons 
of color prior to emancipation. The courts were fully opened to them for the 
protection of their persons and property, by permitting them to sue and be 
sued in any court of the State and to be heard as witnesses whenever their 
rights were in controversy. In civil cases their evidence was allowed only 
where their rights of person or property were put in issue and would be con- 
cluded by the judgment or decree to be rendered, and in criminal cases only 
where the violence, fraud or injury alleged was charged to have been done by 
or to persons of color. In all other civil and criminal cases such evidence re- 
mained inadmissible unless by consent of the parties of record. When a col- 
ored person was a party he might call to the witness stand any other persons, 
white or colored, not otherwise incompetent; while in cases where white per- 
‘sons alone were parties, white persons only were competent as witnesses. 

This enlargement of the rights of colored persons, however, was not to be 
effectual until jurisdiction of matters relating to them should be fully com- 
mitted to the courts of this State; that is, until the Freedmen’s Bureau relin- 
quished its exclusive jurisdiction in matters relating to them. This provision 
was subsequently repealed by the convention. The laws of marriage and, in 
general, all laws affecting white persons were, with few exceptions, made ap- 
plicable to colored persons. They were protected in the making and enforce- 
ment of contracts, and with the exception of suffrage were placed upon an 
equality before the law with white people. 

Neither the convention nor the Legislature touched the question of suffrage. 
They were not required by the President to do so. It was left as it was be- 
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fore the war. It was no part of the plan of Mr: Lincoln or of Mr. Johnson to 
compel the Southern States to adopt any particular form of suffrage or to 
trail under any particular political banner as a prerequisite to the resumption 
of their practical relations with the Union. In their opinion the question was 
one solely for the States themselves, the Federal Government having no power 
in the premises. Mr. Lincoin’s idea is thus expressed in a letter to Governor 

Hahn, of Louisiana, 18 March, 1864: “Now you are about to have a conven- 
tion which, among other things, will probably define the elective franchise. I 
barely suggest for your private consideration whether some of the colored peo- 
ple may not be let in, as for instance, the very intelligent and especially those 
who have fought gallantly in our ranks. They will probably help in some try- 
jing time to come to keep the jewel of liberty within the family of freedom. 
But this is only a suggestion, not to the public, but to you alone.” 

President Johnson, in August, 1865, had written the Provisional Governor 
of Mississippi suggesting that the convention of that State, then in session, ex- 
tend the elective franchise to all persons of color who could read the Consti- 
tution of the United States in English and write their names, and who owned, 
real estate valued at not less than $250, and paid taxes thereon. ‘This,’ said 
he, “you can do with perfect safety, and thus place the Southern States, with 
reference to free persons of color, on the same basis with free States.” 

The Legislature adjourned in March. The convention met again on 24 May 
and amended the Constitution of 1835 so as to embrace in it, among other — 
things, the prohibition of slavery and the establishment of a strictly white 
basis for representation in the House of Commons, and submitted it thus 
amended to the people for ratification and adoption. The convention adjourned 
25 June. It had performed its duties in a spirit of loyalty to the Union, and 
it was for the people to confirm or reject what it had done. 

In the meantime, on 16 June, 1866, the Fourteenth Amendment had ees 
submitted to the State for ratification the second time during this period, 
when the State was treated by Congress as out of the Union, that it had been 
called upon to exercise the high function of accepting or rejecting an amend- 
ment to the Constitution of the Union. The proposed amendment would dis- 
franchise many of the leading citizens of the State. A Legislature was to be 
elected in August, before whom the question of its ratification would be pre- 
sented. This amendment and the new State Constitution were the great issues 
in the campaign in North Carolina that year. The Freedmen’s Bureau, with its © 
separate courts for controversies affecting the colored people, had created great 
friction and irritation among the people. The great debate on reconstruction, 
begun in Congress in December before, was still going on. In it the South- 
ern States were deciared by the leaders of the dominant party to be out of the 
Union, without loyal civil governments, and with no power in the Executive 
to restore or readmit them except upon terms satisfactory to Congress. Yet 
all the machinery of civil government was in full operation throughout this 
State, and order and quiet prevailed. Judges of the Supreme and Superior 
Courts and all local officers had been elected, and were performing their duties. 
Governor Worth, in his message to the General Assembly of 1866-67, declared 
that not a single instance had occurred where a sheriff had occasion since the 
surrender to require a posse or other aid to civil process. “Our judges,” said 
1e, “have executed their duties in a manner which would have given luster 
to the judiciary of any period in the history of the world. The steadiness 
with which they have held the scales of justice has at last extorted praise even 
from those who at first studied to malign them.”. Lamenting the action of a 
few agents of the Freedmen’s Bureau, and some of our own people, in seeking 
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to make the impression at the North that freedmen and Union men could not 
get justice at the hands of our courts, he declared that these machinations 
were well understood at home, and that no murmur was then heard against 
the fairness with which justice was administered in our courts; that increase 
of crime was being rapidly repressed and reverence for justice was having its 
triumph. 

Referring to the rejection of our Senators and Representatives in Congress, | 
he declared that every citizen who had advocated the doctrine of secession be- 
fore the war, or taken conspicuous part in the military conflict, had delicately 
foreborne to ask for a seat in Congress; that no one who had favored the 
initiation of the war or distinguished himself in the field during its progress 
had asked to be made a member of Congress; that “every Senator and Repre- 
- sentative elected had always opposed secession until the United States could 
no longer protect his personal property.” “The people of this State, with a 
singular approach to unanimity,” said he, “are sincerely desirous of a restora- 
tion of their constitutional relations with the American Union. In the face 
of circumstances rendering it nearly impossible, they have paid its government 
the taxes of former years, laid when another de facto government, whose pow- 
ers they could not have resisted if they would, was making levies in money 
and in kind almost greater than they could bear; they have acquiesced in the 
extinction of slavery which annihilated more than half their wealth; they 
have borne with patience the exclusion of their Senators and Representatives 
from the House of Congress, where they have had no one to contradict or ex- 
plain the most exaggerated misrepresentations or even to make known their 
grievances. How long this unnatural condition of our relations is to continue, 
it seems we shall be allowed to have no share of determining.” He unhesitat-. 
ingly recommended the rejection of the Fourteenth Amendment. . 

In his opposition to this amendment, and also to the new Constitution sub- 
mitted by the convention, Governor Worth followed the leadership of the two 
most eminent citizens of the State, Chief Justice Ruffin and Governor Gra- 
ham. Early in July, 1866, the Chief Justice published an elaborate argument 
against the whole program of restoration adopted by President Johnson, and 
particularly against the convention and the Constitution framed by it. “T. 
consider,” said he, “that this is no Constitution, because your convention was 
not a legitimate convention and had no power to make a Constitution for us. 
or to alter that which we had and have; and that it cannot be made a Con- 
stitution even by popular sanction.” The convention, he maintained, was 
called without the consent of the people of the State, by the President of the 
United States or under his orders; “an act of clear and despotic usurpation, 
which could not give that body any authority to bind the State or its inhabi- 
tants.” The delegates were not the choice of the people, he said, because of the 
unlawful restrictions placed on the qualifications of those persons who were 
eligible and those who might vote for them. They were not authorized by the 
President to frame a Constitution, and were not chosen for that purpose. The 
modes of amendment prescribed by the old Constitution had not been followed 
by the convention, and its acts in this respect were void. “It had no powers 
and could not make a Constitution,” he declared; “for the same reason the 
people have no powers, and that, as neither the convention nor the people have 
any power in the premises, by consequence both together are equally destitute 
of the requisite power. The convention was an unauthorized body, and there- 
fore no more than a voluntary collection of so many men—a caucus recom- 
mending to the people to adopt by their vote a certain instrument as our Con- 
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stitution, a thing which the people, under our Constitution, are not competent 
to do on that recommendation, and therefore the conjoint resolutions and votes 
of the two bodies have no more effect than that of either by itself.” For these 
and other reasons the great Chief Justice concluded that the proposed instru- 
ment was no Constitution, and could not be made one by what had been done 
or by what could be done, and he therefore earnestly urged the people to re- 
ject it. His opinion was accepted and acted upon by a majority of the people. 
The Constitution was rejected by a vote of 19,570 to 21,552, and at the same 
time a Legislature was elected who rejected the XIV Amendment on 14 De- 
cember, 1866. 

Mr. Settle earnestly advocated the adoption of the Constitution and the ac- 
ceptance of the XIV Amendment as the assured and promised way to end our 
anamolous situation and gain admission to the Union of the States. The fail- 
ure of these measures was a deep disappointment to him. In the defeat of 
the former the work of the convention, as well as the friendly attitude and 
intercession of President Johnson, were in a measure disapproved, and in the 
rejection of the latter the State had gone counter to the expressed will of Con- 
gress, Which now was supreme; and on 2 March, 1867, nearly two years after 
the surrender, the second Reconstruction Act was passed over the President’s 
veto, by which the governments of the Southern States were destroyed, and 
they were remitted to military rule until they should adopt the XIV Amend- 
ment and incorporate in their organic law the principle of free and impartial 
suffrage. Stevens and Sumner had at last triumphed. Johnson and the South, 
too sure of success, and too chary, perhaps, of compromise and concession, 
were defeated, but only for a generation. 

I will not stop to inquire which were right, legally or practically. “The 
war,’ says Mr. Hart, in his Life of Chief Justice Chase, “begun in 1861, on 
the theory that it was impossible for a State to withdraw from the Union, 
ended in the plain fact that the seceded States were practically out of the 
Union. . ... The Southern people supposed that an oath of allegiance to 
the United States would readmit them into its fellowship; Johnson took the 
ground that all the important participants in the rebellion should be punished 
by the loss of the suffrage until he should restore the privilege by individual 
pardons; Congress intended that it was to decide what persons might take part 
in reviving the State government, and was determined that the States as com- 
munities should be punished by the imposition of humiliating conditions of 
restoration. The only logical and consistent theory was that of the Southern- © 
ers, and that was impracticable, because it did not secure to the country the 
objects for which the war had been fought.” 

“After this long lapse of time,” says John Sherman in his Recollections, “T 
am convinced that Mr. Johnson’s scheme of reorganization was wise and judi- 
cious. It was unfortunate that it had not the sanction of Congress and that 
events soon brought the President and Congress into hostility. Who doubts 
that if there had been a law upon the statute book by which the people of the 
Southern States could have been guided in their effort to come back into the 
Union, they would have cheerfully followed it, although the conditions had 
been hard? In the absence of law both Lincoln and Johnson did substantially 
right when they adopted a plan of their own and endeavored to carry it into 
execution.” 

A definite and certain way of return having at last been prepared, the prac- 
tical question was the acceptance or rejection of it. To accept it meant im- 
mediate readmission with all the rights of an American State; to reject it, 
continued military rule. Mr. Settle, like many of his friends, acquiesced in 
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the stern measures prescribed by Congress. He was deeply convinced that the 
interests of the State required the prompt acceptance of these terms, with a 
resolute purpose on the part of the people of making the best they could of the 
dark and troublesome situation. Accordingly on 27 March, 1867, he attended 
a convention at Raleigh, whose object was the organization of a party with 
that end in view. Upon his motion it assumed the name of the Republican 
party, and allied itself with that political organization. Its cardinal principles 
were Liberty, Union and Equality before the law, and it advocated the ac- 
ceptanee of the plan of reconstruction proposed by Congress. Shortly after- 
wards, by request of his neighbors and friends, he set forth his views on pub- 
lic affairs in a speech at Spring Garden, Rockingham County. He had par- 
ticipated in the war and had held a judicial office under a Confederate State 
Government, and was himself disfranchised under the recent act. His audience 
was composed of both white and colored people. He had no arguments for 
one that could not properly be addressed to the other, 

Their rights and duties, he declared, were mutual and the sooner they un- 
derstood them the better it would be for both. The scene was a novel one. 
Those who were lately slaves, and those who but lately owned them, were 
there as equals before the law, inquiring as to the best policy for governing 
their common country. “We did not exactly get out of the Union,” said he, 
“though I confess it is somewhat difficult to define precisely where we are. 
Of one thing I am quite certain; some of us are trying to get back.” 

Addressing the colored people, he said: ‘To whom then are you indebted 
for freedom? 'To Him in whose hands is power and might. . . . You are 
free men and citizens of the greatest Government on earth, clothed with power 
to protect that freedom, and if you use it aright, and not abuse it, the Govern- 
ment is on a higher road to prosperity today than any she has ever yet tray- 
eled. For whatever may have been said in other days, it will hardly be pre- 
tended, in the light of present events, that freedmen, animated by all the hopes 
of life, and knowing that their wives and children enjoy the proceeds of their 
labor, will not develop the resources of a country faster than slaves, who have 
no objects or aims in life and no incentive to labor. save fear. If any por- 
tion of my audience has not surrendered old prejudices on this subject. let me 
inquire of them why have the Northern States, with a poorer soil and a colder 
climate, so far surpassed their Southern sisters? Why do the bleak and na- 
turally barren hills of New England bloom like gardens while our fertile slopes 
are covered with broom sedge and are commonly and properly described as 
‘old fields?’ Why do churches, schoolhouses, railroads, factories, cities and 
towns exist and flourish there while poverty and pride constitute our fortune 
here? One is the result of free labor, the other of slavery, which has been a 
blight and a mildew upon every land it has ever touched.” 

He strongly urged the necessity of industrial education for both races, and 
that machinery and educated labor were especially ‘needed at that time. 
“Heretofore,” said he, “we have not used the most improved implements of 
farming, but have contented ourselves to drudge along with rude and awkward 
tools. Those who have experimented with labor-saving machines on the farm 
have thrown them aside for various reasons, but the truth is they did not 
know how to operate them, and when the least part was broken or out of order 
they could not repair them. To remedy this we must at once educate our 
laboring classes. We are now taking a new start in the world. The future 
weal or woe of our country depends upon the foundations we are now laying. 
If we are to have prosperity we must make up our minds to look at several 
things in a light very different from that in which we have been accustomed 
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to view them. We must bury a thousand fathoms deep all those ideas and feel- 
ings that prompted the cruel laws against teaching these people, and must 
quicken our diligence to see that the means of light and knowledge are placed 
within the reach of every one of them. Then may we hope that those who 
were a curse to the country as ignorant slaves will prove a blessing as in- 
telligent freemen.” 

He discouraged the denunclatian of Northern men and Northern notions. 

They were what was needed in the South. “We want their capital,’ said he, 
“to build factories and workshops and railroads, and to develop our magnifi- 
cent water powers, which are today monuments of God’s bounty and of man’s 
indolence and ignorance. We want their intelligence, their energy and enter- 
prise to operate these factories and to teach us how to operate them. 
In starting afresh, let us start new interests. We can do it by Kindly inviting 
our Northern friends, who are seeking investments for their surplus capi- 
tal, to come here by showing them that they and their families are welcome in 
our midst; that we want them here as neighbors and friends and not as ene- 
mies. We should never again, in public or private, indulge in an expression 
calculated to call up the bitter memories of the past. Let the dead past 
bury its dead. Our thoughts and hopes should be on the future. We should 
teach our people to love the whole Union. . . . Sectional appeals are un- 
patriotic. . . . This is a new business, and our success and prosperity de- 
pend upon the good feeling that ought to exist between the white and the 
colored people. We want no white party or colored party, and I warn my col- 
ored friends against that idea. The Southern man who says or does anything 
to create bad feeling towards the North at this critical time is no patriot, and 
the Northern man who tries to stir up one portion of our people against the 
other is equally lacking in patriotism. There is no reason why the two races 
should be at enmity, but many good reasons why they should be friends. Our 
common interests demand it, and I trust our hearts feel it. Surely slave own- 
ers can enertain no unworthy prejudice against a people who remained with 
them faithfully to the last, and forebore to participate in a struggle which, 
after 1863, was avowedly for their freedom.” 

He advised white men to be kind and just to the negro, to make fair and 
liberal contracts with him and stand up to them, even to their own hurt. His 
~ advise was the same to the colored man. Heretofore he had been given little 
opportunity to form general character; it would not be so hereafter. The 
broad world was now before him, and he would soon make some sort of mark 
upon it. His general bearing and dealings with men would soon make for 
him a general character. He could make it good or bad, just as he saw proper. 
Honesty, industry, economy, sobriety, truth, virture and intelligence would 
secure for him all that any man could desire. He should look to the virture 
and integrity of his children and teach them to speak the truth from the time 
they first began to lisp. . . . The duties and responsibilities of freedom 
and of citizenship were important, and he must now qualify himself to dis-. 
charge them honestly and intelligently. If he failed to do so he would soon 
find a level which would not be very much higher than slavery.” 

Speaking further to the colored men he said: “Let me also say to you, 
beware of any man, whether of Northern or Southern birth, who tries to 
influence your passions and prejudices against the white race or to build up 
a colored party on these passions and prejudices. He who does it is an enemy, 
alike to the white man and to the colored man, and is seeking some personal 
advantage at the expense of his country, to say nothing of right and wrong. 
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See what madness it would be for you to undertake to form a party on such a 
basis in North Carolina! You constitute only one-third of our population, and 
unless you can get a large portion. of the white people to join you you will be 
in a helpless and hopeless minority. . . . Let hate and prejudice have no 
place here. Elevate yourselves, but pull nobody else down. Go for the educa- 
tion and progress of mankind, without regard to race or color, and invite all 
to come forward and assist in the development of our common country. These 
principles are founded upon a rock, and cannot be moved.” 

Except the time he served in the war and in the convention and Legislature 
of 1865-66, Mr. Settle was solicitor of his district continuously from 1861 to 
1868. In April, 1868, he was elected Associate Justice of this Court, and 
served till his appointment as minister to Peru in February, 1871, when he 
was succeeded by. Nathaniel Boyden. ‘The climate of Peru severely threatened 
his health. Besides, his heart was with his family and in his friends in North 
Carolina, and he was not satisfied to remain away. In the spring of 1872 he 
resigned and came home. The-same year he was chosen president of the 
National Republican Convention at Philadelphia, which nominated General 
Grant for his second term, the only Southern Republican ever honored with the 
presidency of a national convention of his party. He accepted the distinc- 
tion, “not so much as a tribute to himself, but as the right hand of fellow- 
ship extended from our magnanimous sisters of the North to their punished, 
regenerated, but patriotic, sisters of the South.” The same year he also 
became unwillingly the candidate of his party for Congress from the Greens- . 
boro district, against General James M. Leach, the incumbent, and after a joint 
canvass of great ability was defeated by the narrow majority of 268. Asso- 
ciate Justice Dick having resigned his membership of this Court in the 
summer of 1872, Judge Seftle, on 5 December of that year, was reappointed 
to this Court, where he served as Associate Justice till June, 1876, when he 
resigned to accept the nomination of his party for Governor of the State. 

Judge Settle was nominated for Governor on 12 July, 1876. Governor Vance 
had already been nominated as the Democratic candidate. Immediately after 
his nomination Judge Settle announced that he would invite his opponent to 
a joint discussion. On 14 July Governor Vance was the guest of the Tilden 
and Vance Club of Raleigh, and had an appointment to speak in that city at 
11 o’clock. Judge Settle was also in Raleigh and addressed a note to Governor 
Vance, asking a division of time on such terms as they might arrange. 
Governor Vance answered, stating his situation as the guest of the club, but 
that he was authorized by it to agree to a division of time on this wise: 
Vance to open in a speech of an hour and a half, Settle to reply in a speech 
of the same length, and Vance to rejoin in a speech of an hour, which should 
close the discussion. Judge Settle declined any proposition that would not 
give an equal division of time between the disputants, and expressed an 
anxiety for a joint canvass of the whole State on the usual terms. The notes 
of each were in fine spirit and admirably courteous, but no joint discussion 
was arranged that day. The newspapers of the same morning announced 
appointments of Governor Vance and General Leach to speak in various parts 
of the State in July and August. Judge Settle, through the chairman of the 
Republican Executive Committee, asked that these appointments be recalled 
and arrangements made for a joint discussion in every county of the State. 
This was declined by the Democratic chairman on the ground that since the 
war such had not been the custom, but he cheerfully offered to arrange for 
joint discussions at the times and places designated in the list referred to, 
which was agreed upon. This is all he would consent to, preferring to leave 
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the matter entirely to the candidates themselves, in accordance with the prac- 
tice theretofore prevailing in regard to candidates on the State ticket. The 


- candidates agreed on a joint canvass of the State. Their debates are histori- 


eal in North Carolina. They were conducted with splendid dignity, each 
candidate. treating the other with fine courtesy throughout the discussions. 


It was a return to the spirit of older times when such men as Graham and 


Hoke, Gilmer and Bragg, Badger and Miller led the opposing hosts in the field 
of political contest. In all that makes political speaking instructive, imptes- 
sive and convincing these discussions were in no respect less masterful than | 
the debates between Lincoln and Douglas in 1858. The sentiment of a large 
majority of the white people was with Vance. On this account Judge Settle 
was continually at a disadvantage, but after each debate his political adversa- 
ries were eee to ee ae power and that eaete were eerie won 





Bapuplican eae: ae as they were in 1 the campaign with ian ae years 
before, and as they have usually been in the South since the war. The white | 
people were stirred to the depths, as otherwise they might not have been, and 
they thus became a power so irresistible that only an equal number of white 
men could withstand them. No braver, fairer, manlier political battle was ever 
fought on American soil than that which was fought by Judge Settle in 1876. 
But success was impossible. He was defeated, but in his defeat he received 
the plaudits and the respect even of his bitterest political foes. 

Judge Settle was a personal friend of General Grant. They had met in 
Raleigh the last of November, 1865, when General Grant was traveling through 
the South to ascertain the condition of the Southern people and their feeling 
toward the Union. After Judge Settle’s defeat for Governor, President Grant, 
on 30 January, 1877, tendered him the appointment of United States Judge for 
the District of Florida, which he accepted and filled with great distinction 
until his tragic death in the judge’s room of the government building in the 
city of Greensboro, 1 December, 1888. 

Judge Settle possessed in an eminent degree the qualities of courage and 
independence of character. He was bold in the enunciation of his views and 
fearless in performing the duties of the important positions to which he was 
called. Though his official stations were occupied for the most part in times 
trying and troublesome, when men’s feelings were most bitter, such were the 
dignity of his presence and manner, the firmness of his resolution and the 
magnanimity of his actions that, whether sitting as a judge or presiding over 
the deliberations of Legislatures or conventions, unquestioning obedience was 
rendered to his authority. So good a heart had he, so kind and benignant 
were his words and deeds, that even his enemies at last became his friends. 
At the time of his death he was the foremost man of his party in the South, 
and the end came when his fine abilities were in their prime. Many eyes all 
over the country. were looking for him to be called to Washington as a member ~ 


of the Cabinet in the new administration. With his knowledge and ability, 


and, above all, with his kind, unselfish heart, he would aco have 
accomplished much good for his country. 

As a lawyer Judge Settle was fair, able, just and honorable. His mind was 
quick and he readily caught the point. In statement he was clear and incisive; 
in argument, logical; in manner and expression, forcible and effective. As a 
prosecuting officer he comprehended the depth and meaning of his oath of 
office, and strove to administer the criminal law fairly and impartially, not 
harshly nor with oppression. He observed the golden rule of the law: he lived 
honorably, injured nobody and gave to every one his due. On the bench, here 


530 


APPENDIX. 


and in Florida, he was beloved by his associate judges as well as by the bar, 
and was popular amongst all classes of people. One of the judges who sat 
with him in this Court thus spoke of him: “On the bench his relations with 
his associates were always cordial and intimate. We regarded him as a 
younger brother, and were greatly aided and benefited by his wise suggestions 
and well-considered counsels in those troublous times that required cautious 
action, courage of opinion and judicious adjudication in settling new and 
difficult questions arising out of the disturbed condition of public affairs, 
resulting from the reconstruction of the State government and from the new 
modes of pleading and procedure in the courts. AS a judge he was affable 
and courteous, patient and attentive in hearing argument, firm and impartial 
in his rulings. He presided in court with impressive dignity, and his integrity 
was stainless. He possessed in a high degree the genius of common sense, 
and seemed to have an intuitive knowledge of the eternal principles of 
reason, justice and truth. He relied more upon the principles and reasons of 
the law than upon the speculative and conflicting decisions of the courts. In 
any case argued before him his quick and clear apprehension of the merits and 
the questions of law involved generally enabled him to render a just and 
correct decision.” | 

Personally Judge Settle was unusually magnetic and lovable. He com- 
manded admiration if not affection instantly and without effort. He was a 
perfect specimen of a man cast in a mould as perfect as nature ever uses. He 
was naturally a superb, exquisite gentleman. His features were always 
illumined with the light of intelligence and the glow of a warm, generous noble 
heart. He was tall and erect and his movements were firm, graceful and 
elastic. His genial presence in the social circle always inspired pleasant 
thoughts and feelings. The kindliness of his nature was as diffusive as the 
sunshine. His mariners were easy, cordial, sincere, and provoked a feeling of 
cheerfulness and happiness in those around him. He had no feeling of envy or 
jealousy, and was free from malice and guile. His humor was sunny and 
playful, and he had a large fund of amusing anecdotes which he appropriately 
_ applied to illustrate a story of an argument. His wit was sparkling and racy, 
and, in the excitement of controversy, keen and caustic, but had no venom in 
its sting. As a conversationalist and companion he had an individuality that 
was inimitable. | 

In public life his generosity, courage and intellectual force made him easily 
a leader among men. Though not at the bar many years he developed forensic 
powers of the highest order, and showed the qualities of a great advocate. 

As a politician he was valiant in advocating the principles and policies in 
which he believed. He was straightforward and truthful in his dealings with 
his party friends and associates. There was no hypocrisy,. deception or 
double dealing about him. He despised petty politics, and refused to submit 
to the dictation or rule of the petty politician in the guise of a party boss. 
He believed in government by parties, but not solely for parties, and much less 
for the special benefit of a few in those parties. He was not unduly biased by 
partisan prejudices or animosities. While firm in his convictions and fearless 
in the expression of his opinions, he was tolerant of the opinions of others and 
generous in his judgement of their conduct and purposes. 

As a political debater he was powerful and commanding, and specially 
adroit in the conduct of discussions. 

As a legislator he possessed a large fund of useful information and practi- 
cal knowledge. He was familiar with the subjects of legislation and the rules 
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and proceedings of deliberative assemblies over which he presided with 
charming dignity and impartiality. 

His reputation was not confined to the State. He was as well known and 
as well loved in other States as in North Carolina. His views upon State and 
national questions were enlightened, comprehensive and eminently patriotic. 
He was sanguine in his anticipations of the future, and indulged in no gloomy 
forebodings of coming disaster. Experiences of the past had not caused him 
to distrust the patriotism, the wise conservation of the American people. 
He recognized the fact that time—social and business intercourse, and the 
pride and love of a common country—had subdued the passions and preju- 
dices of other days; and he believed that such just and liberal policies would 
be pursued as would shortly overcome all animosities lingering with the 
people of the two sections of our country, and cement them together in the 
bonds of perpetual friendship and union. His faith in the advancement and 
glory of the Republic was unfaltering and sublime. 

The greatness of men is usually estimated from their public career and 
services. This is not always a true test. It was in the family and among his 
intimate friends that the shining qualities of Judge Settle’s character were 
most apparent. His social traits were beyond compare. He had a pleasant 
word and a kind look and a smile for every one. He was benevolent to the 
poor. His generosity usually outstripped his means. The lowly and humble 
venerated him for his tender heart. He loved little children and was patient 
with them. He was not a promoter of strife or discord. He was a peace- 
maker. He had gathered around him his children and grandchildren, and 
they all looked up to him with pride and affection as their leader and adviser. 
Yet he was their friend and companion. He was thoughtful for the comfort 
and happiness of all—of sons and daughters of adult years, and of the little 
toddlers who understood his gentle word and caress. AJ] knew his unselfish- 
ness and loved his patience and charity. To them indeed 


“He lived 
Considerate to his kind. His love: bestowed 
Was not a thing of fractions, half-way done, 
But with a mellow goodness like the sun 
He shone o’er mortal hearts, and brought their buds 
To blossom early—thence to fruits and seeds.”’ 


A more upright, lovable, chivalric gentleman never lived in this land. 
May it please your Honors, in behaif of his children, I have the honor to 
present his portrait to the Court. 


RESPONSE OF CHIEF JUSTICE CLARK. 


North Carolina has few statues, but her people have memories, and in them 
long live her. illustrious dead. The Court gratefully accepts this portrait of — 
an honored member of this bench, who served his State with fidelity and 
marked ability. He lived amid stirring times and when his views on public 
issues were often bitterly antagonized, but no one ever questioned his ability, 
his integrity or his patriotism. The youngest man who has ever ascended this 
bench, and a member of one of the most distinguished families of the State, 
he has shed an added luster upon both. 

Both bench and bar are gratified to see his portrait assume its place on 
the walls of this chamber by the side of those of Pearson, Reade, Rodman and 
Bynum, with whom he so long, so well, and so faithfully served. | 

The clerk will note on the records our acceptance of the gift of the portrait, 
and the marshal will cause it to be hung in its appropriate place. 
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ABANDONMENT. | 
1. An instruction on the issue of abandonment, under section. 1832 of The 
Code, that if the husband, “at the time of the execution of the deed 
in question by his wife, did voluntarily leave his wife, desert her, 
prior to the time of the execution of the deed, with the intention of 
forsaking her entirely and never to return,” the jury should answer 
the issue “Yes,” was correct. Vandiford v. Humphrey, 65. 


2. While a safe test of the power of the wife to contract in regard to her 

separate property as a free trader, when abandoned by her husband, 

is her right to maintain an action for divorce for like cause; yet she 

is not required to wait six months (the time required to elapse before 

entitling her to bring an action for divorce) before she is permitted to 
make contracts. Jbid. | 


8. The statute (Code sec. 1882) does not require the departure of the 
husband from the State to enable the wife to use her property for 
her support. Jbdid. 


4. Evidence that the husband was all the time abusing his wife because 
she would not give him a life estate in the land; that he left and said 
he was not coming back any more, and carried his things and his tools, 
buggy and harness, bed and bedding, and said that he left her for 
good this time, is sufficient to be submitted to the jury on the issue 
of abandonment. J/bid. . : 


ABATEMENT BY DEATH. _ | 7 
Under section 188 of the Code an action for a penalty, against a register of 
deeds and the surety on his official bond, abates by the death of the 
officer. Wallace v. McPherson, 297. 


ABATEMENT OF NUISANCE. See Fish and Fisheries. 


ABUSE OF LEGAL PROCESS. 

1. In an action for abuse of process it was not error to give the defend- 
ant’s prayer “that if the plaintiff assaulted M. with his gun the 
latter had the right to have him arrested, and the defendant would 
not then be liable,” with the following qualification, “unless the jury | 
further find that M. did not have the plaintiff arrested for the assault, 
but in order to get rid of him so that defendant’s work could go on.” 
Jackson v. Telegraph Co., 348. | | oO 

2. An action for damage lies for the malicious abuse of lawful process, 
civil or criminal, even if such process has been issued for a just cause, 
and is valid in form, and the proceeding thereon was justified and 
proper in its inception, but injury arises in consequence of abuse in 
subsequent proceedings. Ibid. : 


ADDRESS OF WILLIAM P. BYNUM, JR., 649, 
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ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER. . 
An order of the judge, reversing an order of the clerk, with reference 


to the production of papers, is a discretionary matter, and being an 
administrative order in the cause, and not effecting the merits, is 
not res judicata and the motion can be renewed and a new order ob- 
tained. Mills v. Lumber Co., 524. 


ADMISSIONS. . 
Where, in proceedings under the laws relating to entry of vacant lands, 


it was admitted by the plaintiffs (protestants) that they could not 


show possession of any part of the land except during the years 
1874-1876, nor any paper-writing to any person for any part of the 
land covered by said entry except three deeds, which failed to con- 
nect the plaintiffs in any way with the land, the Court properly dis- 
missed the proceedings. Johnson v. Wescott, 29. 


ADVERSE POSSESSION. See deeds; Ejectment; Estoppel. | 
1. In an action of ejectment an instruction that if the jury should find 


bo 


that plaintiff and those under whom he claimed had been in the ex- 
elusive, open, continuous and adverse possession of the land in con- 
troversy from 1880 to the bringing of the action, they should answer 
the issue for the plaintiff, is erroneous, where the plaintiff failed to 
should any privity in respect to the locus in quo between himself and 
those whose possession preceded his. Jennings v. White, 238. 


. Possessions cannot be tacked to make out title by prescription when 


the deed under which the last occupant claims title does not include 
the land in dispute. Jbid. 


. Where, in proceedings under the laws relating to entry of vacant lands, 


it was admitted by the plaintiffs (protestants) that they could not 
show possession of any part of the land except during the years 


- 1874-1876, nor any paper-writing to any person for any part of the land 


covered by said entry except three deeds, which failed to connect the 
plaintiffs in any way with the land, the court properly dismissed the 
proceedings. Johnson v. Wescott, 29. 


4. Where property was conveyed in trust for M. during her life, with power 


ha 


“5 


of appointment, and on her failure to make the appointment in trust © 
to surrender and deliver up said property to such child, etc., as° may 
be living at her death, and M. died in 1903, Held, that possession by 
the defendant of said property since 1856, claiming to own the same 
in fee simple, under a deed from W., who had no title, is adverse to 
the trustee, and bars the plaintiffs, who are the child and grandchild 
of M. Kirkman v. Holland, 185. 


. Where one has a deed conveying no title, interest or estate, and enters 


under said deed, claiming to own the land in fee simple, such posses- 
sion is adverse to the owner. Jbid. . 


. Adverse possession, which will ripen a defective title, must. be of a 


character to subject the occupant to action. Smith v. Proctor, 314. 


A tax title, which conveys only the interest of the life tenant, is not 


color of title against the remaindermen, nor is possession thereunder 
adverse until the death of the life tenant. Jbid. | 
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ADVERSE POSSESSION—Continued. 

8. In an action of ejectment, where plaintiff showed possession out of the 
State by a registered grant made in 1822, and mesne conveyances to 
themselves,» with evidence of possession in 1866 and 1867, and from 
1889 to 1896, a motion to nonsuit was properly denied, where the ac- 
tion was brought in 1902 and the defendant’s possession under color 
did not become exclusive until 1896. Dindsay v. Austin, 463. 


9. In an action of ejectment, where at the date of a grant from the State 
to the defendant the plaintiffs had failed to show title out of the 
State, either by possession or grant, and also failed to show seven 
years possession under color of title since the date of that grant, the 
court erred in refusing to nonsuit the plaintiffs. Ibid. 


10. In an action of ejectment plaintiff makes out a title prima facie good 
against the world when he shows a grant from the State and mesne 
conveyances connecting him with the grant, or by proving title out of 
the State by grant duly issued or by an adverse possession for 30 
years, without regard to the number or connection of the tenants, and 
20 years adverse possession in himself, or those under whom he 
claims, or such a possesion of 7 years, under color, or by showing 30 
years adverse possession by himself or by some one person, and 
mesne conveyances connecting him with the title thus acquired by that 
person as against the State, or by showing adverse possession by him- 
self, or those under whom he claims for 21 years, under color. Camp- 
bell v. Hverhart, 503. 


11. It is a general rule that, as between those occupying parental and filial, 
or quasi parental and filial relations, the possession of one is pre- 
sumed to be permissive and not adverse to the other. Ibid. 


12. Where a party takes possession of land under another he is not allowed 
to dispute the latter’s title until he has given up the possession so ac- 
quired, and the rule applies with equal force to a person who continues 
a possession antecedently held by him with the consent of the party 
whose title is in question. Jbid.. 


AGENCY. See Principal and Agent. 


AMENDMENTS. See Pleadings. | 
1. While this Court has the power of amendment, it will not exercise this 
power where the amendment would, perhaps, present a case substan- 
tially different from the one which was tried below and raise a ques- 
tion of law not involved in the present appeal. Bonner v. Stotes- 
bury, 38. 


2. In an action for the possession of a mule it was in the discretion of the 
court to allow the plaintiff to amend his complaint, which alleged 
simply ownership and wrongful detention, by setting out allegations 
of fraud and deceit on the part of the defendant in obtaining pos- 
session of the mule in a trade, such amendment being in no sense the 
introduction of a new cause of action. Joyner v. Early, 49. 
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APPEAL AND ERROR. See Case on Appeal. - 


1. 


10. 


The writ of habeas corpus can never be made to perform the office of 
a writ of error or appeal. The investigation is confined to the question 
of jurisdiction or power of the judge to proceed-as he did, and the 
merits of the controversy are not passed upon. Ha Parte McCown, 95. 


. The failure of a justice of the peace to sign the return to notice of ap- 


peal does not vitiate the proceedings in the Superior Court, where 
the appellant had given notice of appeal and paid the justice’s fee, ' 
and the appellee made no motion for any purpose, but made a general 
‘appearance in the Superior Court at the trial in person and by attor- 
ney. Hawks v. Hail, 176. 


. Section 550 of The Code, and Rule 27 of this Court, requires an assign- 


ment of the errors relied on to be tabulated and inserted: in the case 
on appeal or record, preferably at the end. Hicks v. Kenan, 337. 


. Where the exceptions are separately stated and numbered, but are not 


brought together at the end of the case, a motion by the appellee to 
affirm will be denied, if the error intended to be assigned is plainly 
apparent. Jbdid. 


. In a proceeding by an administrator to sell land for assets the clerk 


made an order of sale in February, 1897, and upon the clerk’s minutes 
appears an entry of appeal by defendants (heirs at law). The land 
was sold in April, and sale confirmed in May, 1897, and the cause ap- 
pears for the first time on civil issue docket at January Term, 1899: 


_ Held, that a judgment declaring the sale void, pending the appeal, and 


directing a resale, was error, as the appeal was abandoned. Love v. 
Love, 363. 


. Merely craving an appeal is not taking an appeal. An appellant must 


look after his case and see that his appeal is made effectual. Ibid. 


. Upon appeal from an order of the clerk adjudging. the respondent in con-. 


tempt there was no error in the judge allowing additional affidavits 
to be filed on the hearing before him. In re Scarborough Will, 423. 


. An order of the clerk of the Court of G. County which adjudged the re- 


spondent guilty of contempt, and that he be committed to jail until 
such will was produced, was properly reversed an appeal, where it 
appears that the respondent cannot comply with the condition upon 
which he might be discharged, because the clerk of L. County now 
has custody of the will and has refused to surrender it to the respond- 
ent. Ibid. — | : | 


. Where a demurrer, in a proceeding for foreclosure upon the ground 


that the mortgagor, who had assigned his equity of redemption, was 
not made a party, was sustained, but no order was made directing 
him to be made a party or dismissing the action for failure to do so, 
no appeal lies at this stage, even if such order is prejudicial. Ber- 
nard v. Shenvvell, 446, 


The refusal to grant a motion for a bill of particulars in an indictment 
for embezzlement is not appealable, except possibly in a case of gross 


abuse or discretion. S. v. Dewey, 556. 
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11. If an appeal from a refusal to grant such application was permissible, 
it was premature. The defendant should have noted his exception, 
and if the final judgment was against him, he could have had the 
refusal reviewed on appeal therefrom. Jbid. 


42, Where the defendant had the benefit of the bill of particulars upon a 
renewal of the motion at a subsequent term, the appeal from a re- 
fusal at a previous term is useless. Jbid. 


18. Itis only where the judgment is final and disposes of the entire contro- 
versy that an appeal transfers the cause to the appellate court and 
disables the court below from: proceeding therein, and an exception 
to a refusal of a continuance because of a pending appeal from a mo- 
tion for a bill of particulars is without merit. Jbid. 


14. The granting or refusal of a continuance is a matter necessarily in 
the discretion of the trial judge and not reviewable; certainly in the 
absence of gross abuse of such discretion. Jbid. 


15. A motion to dismiss an appeal will be allowed, where the case was tried 
in October, 1904, and not docketed until the Fall Term, 1905; the ap- 
_ pellant’s excuse that the “case on appeal” was not settled by the judge 
till after it was too late to docket at the Spring Term in time for the 
call of the district to which it belongs, being of no force. 8S. v. Tel- 

fair, 555. 


16. Jt is the duty of the appellant to docket the “record proper” in apt 
time, and upon the call of the district have asked for a writ of cer- 
tiorart to perfect the transcript. Jbid. 


ARGUMENT OF COUNSEL. 


AL In an argument on a note given by defendant’s intestate, if the plain- 
tiff had undertaken to testify in his own behalf that he had or had 
not made a demand for payment of the note of the intestate, such 
evidence should, on objection, have been excluded as incompetent un- 
der section 590, and it was not proper for defendant’s counsel to com- 
ment on the failure of the plaintiff to testify on this question of de- 
mand. Daws v. Evans, 440. 


2. Where counsel for the defendant, in his closing speech to the jury, com- 
mented on a fact not relevant to the issue and argued an erroneous 
proposition of law, and this was immediately brought to the atten- 
tion of the court, both by objection and by a prayer for instruction 
presented at the time, the failure of the court to advert to the mat- 
ter, either at the time or in the charge, was error, which entitles the 
plaintiff to a new trial. Jbid. 


3. The fact that no objection was made at the time, and the court below 
was not asked to interfere and correct the effect of the denunciation of 
the solicitor in his argument to the jury, precludes this Court from 
considering it. S. v. Archbell, 537, 


4, Exeeptions relating to the language of counsel must ordinarily be left 
to the discretion of the trial judge, and this Court will not review 
his discretion unless it is apparent that the impropriety of counsel 
was gross and well calculated to prejudice the jury. S. v. Horner, 
608. 
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ARGUMENT OF COUNSEL—Continued. 


5. Unless an exception to language used by counsel is taken, either at the 
time the language is used or by request to the court to instruct the 
jury that they must disregard the objectionable *eEUERE, it cannot 
be assigned as error. Jbid.- 


6. There is a difference between arguments addressed to the jury, which 
are either illogical or irrelevant, and the use of abusive and degrad- 
ing epithets or characterization of parties or witnesses. J/bid. 


ARREST. 

When a man puts himself in a state of resistance and openly defies the 
officers of the law, he is not allowed to take advantage of his own 
wrong, if his life is thereby endangered, and set up the excuse of self- 
defense. 8S. v. Horner, 608. 


ASSAULTS. See Deadly Weapons. 


1. Where the respondent visited the judge at his boarding ante during 
a recess of the court, before the adjournment for the term, and as- 
saulted the judge in consequence of a sentence pronotinced at that 
term: Held, that within the meaning of the statute, Code, secs. 648- 
654, the conduct of the respondent was a direct contempt of the court, 
as much so as if the assault had been made when the judge was sit- 
ting on the bench in open court.. He parte McCown, 95. 


2. An assault committed by the defendant, a very strong, large and robust 
man, upon his wife, a very frail and weak woman, who was sick at 
the time, with a buggy trace two and a half feet long is calculated to 
produce serious injury and possibly death. WS. v. Arehbell, 537. 


ASSIGNMENTS FOR BENEFIT OF CREDITORS. 

Laws of 1898, ch. 458, sec. 1, which enacts: “That upon the execution of 
any voluntary deed of trust, or deed of assignment for the benefit of 
creditors, all debts of the maker thereof shall become due and pay- 
able at once,” applies to the sureties upon a note of the assignor. 
Pritchard v. Mitchell, 54. 


ASSIGNMENTS OF ERRORS. | 
1. Section 550 of The Code, and Rule 27 of this Court, require an assign- 
ment of the errors relied on to be tabulated and inserted in the case 
on appeal or record, preferably at the end. Hicks v. Kenan, 337. 


2. Where the exceptions are separately stated and numbered, but are not 
brought together at the end of the case, a motion by the appellee to 
affirm will be denied, if the error intended to be assigned is plainly 
apparent. Jbid. 


ASSUMPTION OF RISK. 

1. While the mere working on in the presence of known and dangerous 
conditions, but in the honest effort to discharge his duty faithfully, 
usually treated under the head of assumption of risk, shall not be con- 
sidered in bar of the plaintiff’s recovery, this does not at all mean that 
in eases against railroads for injuries from defective appliances the 
plaintiff is absolved from all care on his own part. Biles v. KR. R., 
528, 
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ASSUMPTION OF RISK—Continued. 

2. In an action against the defendant railroad, if the jury should find that 
the plaintiff, while in the performance of his duty, was injured, as 
the proximate consequence of a defective engine or defective appli- 
ances, then the defense of assumption of risk is not open to the defend- 
ant, by reason of the Fellow-Servant Act. Jbid. 


3. Except in extraordinary and imminent cases, like those of Greenlee and 
Troxier cases, the plaintiff, in actions for negligence against railroads, 
Is required to act with that due care and circumspection which the 
presence of such conditions require, and if, apart from the element 
of assumption of risk, he has been careless in a manner which amounts 
to contributory negligence, his action must fail. Jbid. 


ATTORNEY AND CLIENT. See Argument of Counsel; Costs. 


1. Where the defendant trustee in a deed of trust was advised by his at- 
torney that he could not buy at his own sale, and the attorney said 
that he could not represent him at all if he was expected to represent 
D., a prospective purchaser, but the attorney prepared the advertise- 
ment of sale as a courtesy to defendant, and after that became the 
attorney of D., having received a letter from the latter requesting 
that he act for him at the sale, and he further testified that he had 
completely severed his connection with the plaintiff as his attorney and 
represented D. alone at the sale, it was proper for the court to refuse 
to instruct the jury that the attorney was in law the attorney of the 
defendant and D. Yarborough v. Hughes, 199. 


_ 2, In an action against the defendant as surety for a defaulting contactor. 
a charge made by the plaintiff for lawyer’ s fees Was properly disal- 
lowed. Donlan v. Trust Co., 212, 


3. A personal representative has the right to employ an attorney when- 
ever it is necessary to protect the estate or to enable him to manage 
it properly, and on the settlement of his accounts he will be allowed 
credit, as part of the expenses of administration, for the reasonable 
charges paid by him for such services. Kelly v. Odum, 278. 


4, An executor is always personally liable to his counsel for his fee, but 
it is in no sense a debt of the estate. Jbid. . 
BAGGAGE. See Carriers. 


BANKS AND BANKING. See Drafts. 
1. Where a bank lends money upon collaterals and comes into court . 
to defend their validity, it is entitled to retain its necessary and 
reasonable disbursements out of the sum realized upon such collater- 

als. Lumber Co. v. Pollock, 174. 


2. The bank occupied the relation of trustee, and as such it heid the col- 
laterals, and it was its duty to protect them. Questions of public 
policy, such as usury or encouraging Tgato, are not involved. 
Toid. 


BILL OF PARTICULARS. See Embezzlement. 
| BOND FOR TITLE. See Reformation and Correction. 
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BOUNDARIES. See Deeds. 
BRIDGES. See County Commissioners. 


BURDEN OF PROOF. 


1. In an action brought by plaintiffs for the purpose of having vacated and 
canceled a grant issued to the defendant, upon the ground that the land 
was not the subject of entry and grant, as it was swamp land and was 
vested in the plaintiffs under section 2506 of The Code, an instruction 
that the jury must be satisfied by the greater weight of the evidence 
that the land described in the complaint is swamp land before they 
could find for the plaintiffs, was proper, though the plaintiffs were in 
possession of the land when the suit was commenced. Board of Edu- 
cation v. Makely, 31. 


2. The distinction between the burden of the issue and the burden of proof 
is that the burden of the issue, that is, the burden of proof, in the sense 
of ultimately proving or establishing the issue or case of the party 
upon whom such burden rests, as distinguished from the burden or 
duty of going forward and producing evidence, never shifts, but the 
burden or duty of proceeding or going forward often does shift from _ 

one party to the other, and sometimes back again. Ibid. 


8. To create any liability on the part of the legatee over to the remainder- 
man, there must be proof that the legatee recovered the sum. Ovut- 
law v. Gardner, 190. 


4. Although the breach of a specific contract for services rendered to the 
testator is admitted by the answer, the burden is still on the plain- 
tiff to establish the performance of it on her part, or else that she 
was prevented from performing it by the testator or those acting for 
him. Tussey v. Owen, 457. | 


5. In an action for damages for an injury from a collision, with defend- 
ant’s train, the burden of proof was upon the plaintiff to show that 
the alleged negligence of the engineer in not stopping his train sooner 
than he did was not only the cause, but the proximate cause of the 
injury. Kearns v. R. R., 470. 

6. In an action for damages for a wrongful discharge, the burden is upon 
the plaintiff to prove the contract of employment, the discharge by 
the defendant and the existence and amount of substantial damages. 
Hubanks v. Alspaugh, 520. 

7. The contract of employment and the discharge by the defendant being 
established, the burden of proving justification is upon the defend- 
ant. Ibid. —_ 


BY-LAWS. See Insurance. 


CANCELLATION OF INSTRUMENTS. See Reformation and Corrections; 
Fraud. | 7 | 


CARRIERS. See Railroads: Corporation Commission. 


1. Where goods were placed upon the defendant’s wharf and the plaintiff, 
consignees, were notified of their arrival and paid the freight and 
commenced to remove them, the defendant’s responsibility as a com- 
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CARRIERS—COontinued. 
- mon carrier thereby terminated, and any obligation which. remained . 
was that of warehouseman or wharfinger, and the standard. of con- 

duct is that of ordinary care. Stone v. Steamship Co., 198. 


2. If a railroad company receives for carriage, from a passenger, trunks 
containing merchandise or articles other than the personal baggage 
of the passenger, with knowledge of their contents, it is liable on its 
contract as an insurer for any loss of, or damage to the property, not 
resulting from the act of God or the public enemy. Trouser Co. v. 

R. R., 882. 


3. While the obligation of a carrier of passengers is limited to ordinary 
baggage, yet if it knowingly permits a passenger, either with or 
without payment of an extra charge, to take articles as baggage 
which are not properly such, it will be liable for their loss or for 
damage to them, though it may have been without any fault. Jbdid. 


4; When the baggage has arrived at its destination and has been deposited 
at the usual or customary place of delivery and kept there a sufficient 
time for the passenger to claim and remove the same, the company’s 
liability as a common carrier ceases, and it is thereafter liable only 

as a. warehouseman, and bound to the use of ordinary care. Jbdid. 


5. Although a carrier has no knowledge of the contents of trunks, which 

. contain samples, yet some care at least should be taken of the trunks 

after they arrive at their destination, and it has no right to leave 

them for three days on the platform of its depot exposed: to the 
weather. bid. 


CASE ON APPEAL. See Apeesl and Error. Exceptions and Objections. 


The appellant’s “statement of case on appeal” should not have been sent up 
by the clerk below, nor have been docketed as part of the transcript 
here. 8S. v. Dewey, 556. 


CAVEAT. See Wills. 


CENSUS LISTS. 


A census list (found in the clerk’s office) was not competent evidence to 
show that one of the grantees was not in esse at the date of the deed 
—census reports being competent only to prove facts of a public na- 
ture. Campbell v. Everhart, 5038. | 


CERTIORARI. See Appeal and Error. 
CITIES. See Municipal Corporations. 


CLAIM AND DELIVERY. 


In an action for the possession of a mule, it was in the discretion of the 
court to allow the plaintiff to amend his complaint, which alleged 
simply ownership and wrongful detention, by setting out allegations of . 
fraud and deceit on the part of the defendant in obtaining possession 
of the mule in a trade, such amendment being in no sense the introduc- 
tion of a new cause of action. Joyner v. Hany, 49. 
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CLEAR PROCEEDS. See Fines; Penalties. 


By “clear proceeds” is meant the total sum less only the sheriff’s fees for 
_ collection, when the fine and costs were not collected in full. State v. 


Mautltsby, 588. 


CLERK OF THE COURT. See Courts, Powers of; Executors and Adminis- 


trators. 


CLOUD ON TITLE. 
In an action brought by plaintiffs for the purpose of having vacated and 


canceled a grant issued to the defendant upon the ground that the 
land was not the subject of entry and grant as it was swamp land 
and was vested in the plaintiffs under section 2506 of The Code, an 
instruction that the jury must be satisfied by the greater weight of 
the evidence that the land described in the complaint is swamp land 
before they could find for the plaintiffs, was proper, though the plain- 
tiffs were in possession of the land when the suit was commenced. 
Board of Education v. Makely, 31. 


CODE, THE. See Acts; Legislature. 


See. 


56. 
182, 
141. 
146. 


152 
155 


414, 


Action to Establish Lost Deed. Jones v. Ballou, 526. 
Court, i. e., Clerk or Judge. Mills v. Lumber Co., 525. 
Limitations of Actions. Lindsay v. Austin, 469. 
Possession Presumed. Airkman v. Holland, 189. 
(8). Mortgagor and Mortgagee. Bunn v. Braswell, 189. 
(9). Fraudulent Concealment. Bonner v. Stotesbury, 8. 
Nonresidents. Green v. Ins. Co., 811. 
Real Parties in Interest. Cunningham v. R. R., 429. 
Real Party in Interest. Tyson v. Joyner, 73. 
Equitable Title. Walker v. Miller, 456. 
Guardian ad. Litem. Carraway v. Lassiter, 152. 
Action for Penalty Abates. Wallace v. McPherson, 298. 
Venue. Propst v. R. R., 398. 
Venue. Propst v. R&R. R., 398. 
Service of Summons. H iggs v. Sperry, 301. 
"(B). Prayer for Relief. Jones v. Ballou, 527. 
(4). Misjoinder. Pritchard v. Mitchell, 56. 
Parties. Bernard v. Shemavell, 447. 
Opinion on Facts by Judge. Campbell v. Everhart, 516. 
Opinion on Facts by Judge.. Kearns v. R. R., 4838. 
Charge in Writing. S. v. Dewey, 560-1-4. 


525-6. Costs. Williams v. Hughes, 18. 


O27. 


Costs on Appeal. Williams v. Hughes, 18. 

Costs on Appeal. Williams v. Hughes, 18. 

Case on Appeal. Hicks v. Kenan, 338. 

Tender of Judgment. Hall v. Tel. Co., 378. 
Production of Papers. Mills v. Lumber Co., 524. 
Transaction with Deceased. Davis v. Hvans, 441. 
Transaction with Deceased. Bonner v. Stotesbury, 6. 
Transaction with Deceased. Stocks v. Cannon, 62. 
Transactions with Deceased. Davidson v. Bardin, 2. 


648- 4. Contempt. In re Scarborough Will, 425. 


542 


_ INDEX. . 


CODE, THE—Continued. 
Sec. 
836-7. Title to Real Estate Involved. Hudson v. Hodge, 308. 
878-9. Return to Notice of Appeal. Hawks v. Hall, 178. 
896. When Prisoner Bound Over. WS. v. Lucas, 569. 
1014. Hmbezzlement. 8S. v. Dewey, 5638. 
1049-50. Gambling. Daniels v. Homer, 252. | 
1090. Failure to Discharge Duty. Glenn v. Comrs., 418. 
1152-6-7. When Prisoner Bound Over. 8. v. Lucas, 569. 
1161. Recognizance. S. v. Lucas, 569. 
1254. Registration. Hinton v. Moore, 47. 
1275. Registration. Hinton v. Moore, 47. 
1280. “Heirs.” Smith v. Proctor, 318. 
1292. Action for Support. Bidwell v. Bidwell, 403. 
1297. Drainage Laws. Porter v. Armstrong, 180. 
1328. Unborn Children. Campbell v. Everhart, 512. 
13829. Heirs of Living Persons. Campbell v. Everhart, 510. 
1436. Sale of Land to Make Assets. Carraway v. Lassiter, 147. 
1490-91. Survival of Action. Wallace v. McPherson, 298. 
1498. Death by Wrongful Act. Byrd v. Express Co., 277. 
1498-9. Death by Wrongful Act. Carter v. R. R., 500. 
1524, BHxecutors and Administrators. Kelly v. Odum, 280. 
_ 1552, Statute of Frauds. Sheppard v. Newton, 535. 
1799. Lien Bonds. Chemical Co. v. McNair, 331. 
1802. Liens. Donlan v. Trust Co., 212. 
1814-16. Marriage Licenses. Wallace v. McPherson, 297. 
18382. Abandonment. Vandiford v. Humphrey, 67. 
1945-6. Damages in Condemnation Proc. 8. v. Jones, 620-81. 
2033. Road Supervisors. Cozard v. Hardwood Co., 286. 
2084. Bridges. Glenn v. Comrs., 421. 
2055-7. Cartways. Cozard v. Hardwood Co., 286. 
2062-3. Cartways. Cozard v. Hardwood Co., 286. 
2154. Production of Wills. In re Scarborough Will, 424. 
2160. Caveat. Carraway v. Lassiter, 156. 
2500. Sheep-killing Dogs. Daniels v. Homer, 252, 
2506. Swamp Lands. Board of Education v. Makely, 34. 
2527. Swamp Lands. Board of Education v. Makely, 39. 
2811-17. Stock Law. Daniels v. Homer, 252. 


COLOR OF TITLE. 


1. Color of title is a paper writing which professes and appears to pass 
the title, but fails to do so. Smith v. Proctor, 314. 


2. A tax title which conveys only the interests of the life tenant, is not 
color of title against the remaindermen, nor is possession thereunder 
adverse until the death of the life tenant. Jbdid. 


COMPLAINTS, See Pleadings. 
CONDEMNATION PROCEEDINGS. See Eminent Domain. 
COOLING TIME. See Homicide. 


CONDITIONS IN RESTRAINT OF ALIENATION. See Wills, 
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CONFESSIONS. 


1. Confession obtained by threats, or inducements held out, to persons 
under arrest, or surrounded with a number of pursuers or otherwise © 
so situated as to render it doubtful whether they were freely and — 
voluntarily made, cannot be used against a person charged with a 
crime. 8. v. Horner, 603. 


2. Where, however, it appears that no inducements were offered the 
prisoner and no threats made, and after the arrest he was treated | 
kindly, and did not seem to be excited or afraid, and began the con- 
versation on the way to jail, with those who had arrested him, the 
fact that the prisoner was tied and had been shot by those who ar- 
rested him and two men were in the wagon with him and three or 

‘four. others following, does not render his confession made under 
such circumstances, inadmissible. Ibid. = 


CONNOR ACT. 


‘The Connor Act (Laws 1885, chapter 147) applies both to lost and unlost 
deeds executed after 1 December, 1885, and there was no error in 
rejecting parol evidence to show that plaintiff s grantor deeded the 
land in controversy to W. in 1891, and that said deed had been lost 
before registration, where plaintiff was a purchaser for value of said 
title under registered ronyeyences Hinton v. Moore, 44. 


CONSENT JUDGMENTS. See Jude ements. 


CONSIDERATION. 


Indulgence or extension of time for payment of a debt, éonstitutes a valu- 
able consideration. Chemical Co. v. McNair, 326.. 


CONSTITUTION OF N. ©. See Constitutional Law. 
Art. 


I, sec. 17. Due Process of Law. Daniels v. Homer, 287. 

I, sec. 19. Trial by Jury. Kearns v. R. R., 482. 

I, sec. 37. Powers Not Delegated. Daniels v. Homer, 287. 

IV, sec. 2. Courts. He parte McCown, 105. . 

IV, sec. 12. Courts. He parte McCown, 105. 

VI, secs. 1-4. Qualifications of Voters. Olark v. Statesville, 492. 
IX, sec. 5. Fines and Penalties. S. v. Maulisby, 584. 

IX, sec. 10. Swamp Lands. Board of Education v. Makely, 34. 


CONSTITUTIONAL LAW. 


1, At common law, the conduct of the respondent constitutes a contempt 
of court, and if the statute, Code, sections 648-654, does not embrace 
this case and in terms repeals the common law applicable to it, this. 
court would not hesitate to declare the statute in that respect uncon- 
stitutional. Ex parte McCown, 95. 


2. The contention that our drainage laws (chapter 30 of The Code,. and 
amendments thereto) are constitutional, in that the land is to be 
taken for a mere private PUTPORe, is without merit. Porter v. Arm- 
strong, 179. 
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CONSTITUTIONAL LAW—Continued. 


3. 


Or 


10. 


11. 


Chapter 292, Laws 1905, making it unlawful to set or fish any nets in 
certain sections of Albemarle and Pamlico Sounds, from 15 January 
to 15 May in each year, and providing that any person who shall 
violate said act shall be guilty of a misdemeanor, and further pro- 
viding that the Oyster Commissioner shall seize all nets setting or 
being used in violation of said act, sell the same at public auction 
and apply the proceeds to the payment of cost of removal and pay 
any balance to the school fund, is a constitutional exercise of the 
police power. Daniels v. Homer, 219.. . 


. The amendment made to section 2056-2057 of The Code, by chapter 46, 


Laws 1887, in so, far as it authorizes owners of timber lands to con- 
demn a right of way for tramways or railways over the lands of 
other owners for the exclusive use of the owners of the timber, is - 
unconstitutional, in that private property can only be taken for a 
public use. Cozard v. Hardwood Co., 283. 


. The fact that a voter is registered on the permanent roll as provided 


by the Constitution does not dispense with the necessity of his regis- 
tering anew in order to become a qualified voter, whenever required 
by the statutes regulating the registration of voters. Clark v. States- 
ville, 490. 


. The making of a permanent roll or record was intended to be done 


for the sole purpose of furnishing convenient and easily available evi- 
dence of the fact that those whose names appear thereon are not. 
required to have the educational qualification. Ibid. 


. The Legislature has power to give “penalties,” which must be sued for, 


either wholly or in part to whomsoever shall sue for the same, and 
only the clear proceeds of such as acerue to the State go to the school 
fund under the provision of Art. LX, sec. 5, of the Constitution. 8S. «. 
Maultsby, 583. 


. The provision in chapter 125, Laws 1903, that the informant “shall re- 


ceive one-half of the fine imposed” is unconstitutional and there was 
no error in refusing the petition of the informant for one-half of a 
fine imposed for selling liquor contrary to its provisions. J/bid. 


The charter of Creedmoor (chap. 398, Private Laws 1905), with refer- 
ence to condemnation of streets, which provides for notice when the 
landowner’s property is to be appraised and his compensation fixed, 
is valid though it makes no provision for notifying him of contem- 
plated action by the commissioners. S. v. Jones, 618, 


The provisions of the charter of Creedmoor that one of the appraisers 
shall be appointed by the commissioners and giving the landowner 
the right to appoint one and those two shall select a third, with a 
right of appeal to the Supreme Court, is valid, though it omits to pro- 
vide for the appointment of an appraiser if the landowner refuses and 
though all the appraisers are freeholders of the town. Jbid. . 


Chapter 259, Laws 1905, prescribing a method for working the roads 
in Hertford County and providing in section 17 thereof. that any per- 
son desiring to use the roads of a township for the carrying on 
of his business of hauling mill logs or other heavy material with log 


35-——139 . : o45 


INDEX. 


CONSTITUTIONAL LAW—Continued. 


wagons or other heavy vehicles, shall first obtain a license by paying 
an annual license tax to the board of supervisors, and further provid- 
ing that any person violating this section shall be guilty of a crime 

_and liable to a penalty, deprives no citizen of any right to use the 
highway. It does not restrain trade, nor is it oppressive, but exceed- 
ingly equitable. S. v. Holloman, 642. 


CONTEMPTS. 


1. The power to attach for a certain class of contempts being inherent in 
the courts and essential to their existence and the due performance of 
their functions, the Legislature cannot, as to them, deprive the courts 
of this power or unduly interfere with its exercise. He parte 
McCown, 95. | 


2. The Act of 1871, as brought forward in The Code, sections 648-654 is, 
; in respect to the law of contempt, as broad and comprehensive in its 
scope and meaning as the common law itself, so far as it relates to 
those “inherent powers of the courts, which are absolutely essential 
in the administration of justice.” Ibid. 


3. Where the respondent visited the judge at his boarding house, during 
a recess of the court, before the adjournment for the term, and as- 
saulted the judge in consequence of a sentence pronounced at that 
term: Held, that within the meaning of the statute, Code, section 648- 
654, the conduct of the respondent was a direct contempt of the court 
as much so as if the assault had been made when the judge was sit- 
ting on the bench in open court. Jbid. 


4. At.common law, the conduct of the respondent constitutes a contempt 
of court, and if the statute, Code, sections 648-654, does not embrace 
this case and in terms repeals the common law applicable to it, 
this court would not hesitate to declare the statute in that respect 
unconstitutional. Ibid. 


5. In direct contempts, the proceedings are generally of a summary char- 
‘acter and there is no right of appeal, the facts being stated in the 
committal, attachment or process and reviewable by habeas corpus, 
while in indirect contempts the proceedings are commenced by cita- 
tion or rule to show cause, with the right to answer and to be heard 
in defense, and also with the right of appeal. Jbid. 


6. An order of the clerk of the court of G. County which adjudged the re- 
spondent guilty of contempt and that he be committed to jail, until 
such will’ was produced, was properly reversed on appeal where it 
appears that the respondent cannot comply with the conditions upon 
which he might be discharged, because the clerk of L. County now 
has custody of the will and has refused to surrender it to the re- 
spondent. In re Scarborough Will, 423. 


7. Upon an appeal from an order of the clerk adjudging the respondent 
in contempt, there was no error in the judge allowing additional af- 
fidavits to be filed on the hearing before him. Jbdid. 


_§8. In a proceeding to attach the respondent for contempt in not produc- 
ing for probate a will, the question whether the will should be probated 
in G. or L. County is not presented and cannot be passed upon. J bid. 
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CONTINGENT REMAINDERS. See Remainders. 


CONTINUANCE. 


1. It is only where the judgment is final and disposes of the entire contro- 
versy that an appeal transfers the case to the appellate court and 
disables the court below from proceeding therein, and an exception 
to a refusal of a continuance because of a pending appeal from a mo- 
tion for a bill of particulars is without merit. S. v. Dewey, 556. 


2. The granting or refusal of a continuance is a matter necessarily in the 
discretion of the trial judge and not reviewable, certainly in the 
absence of gross abuse of such discretion. Ibid. 


CONTRACTS. See Fraud. 


1. While a safe test of the power of the wife to contract in regard to her 
separate property as a free trader, when abandoned by her husband, 
is her right to maintain an action for divorce for like cause; yet she 
is not required to wait six months (the time required to elapse before. 
entitling her to bring an action for divorce) before she is permitted to 
make contracts. Vandiford v. Humphrey, 65. 


2. Growing timber is a part of the realty, and deeds and contracts con- 
cerning it are governed by the laws applicable to that kind of prop- 
erty. Hawkins v. Lumber Co., 160. 


3. All contracts and by-laws of an incorporated society are made with 
reference to the general law, and they must conform to certain gen- 
eral requirements in respect to vested personal ane property rights 
of members. Sherrod v. Insurance Asso., 167. 


4, The complaint averring that the contract was made in Virginia, the 
rights of the parties will be determined by the laws of Virginia, so 
far as the same apply. Hall v. Telegraph Co., 369. 


5. A contract by the defendant to deliver to the plaintiff lien bonds for an 
amount sufficient to secure the payment of his notes, vests in the 
plaintiff, as against the defendant, title to five lien bonds actually 
delivered in pursuance of said contract, though no specific bonds were 
mentioned and two of those delivered had not been executed at the 
date of the contract. Chemical Co. v. McNair, 326. 


6. A contract to assign as collateral security “all accounts whatever owing 
to me as evidenced by my book of accounts,” with an agreement “to 
furnish a full and complete list of said accounts,” does not pass ac- 
counts not on the list furnished. Jbdid. 


7. Where C. agreed to sell the guano of O. and deliver to O. notes of the 
planters to whom he sold, to be held by O. as collateral security, and 
that all proceeds of guano sold were to be held by C. in trust for 
the payment of his notes, O. is entitled to the proceeds of the notes 
paid to the defendants as against the plaintiff to whom the lien bonds 
securing said notes were assigned, though the plaintiff had no notice 
of O.’s claim. Chemical Co. v. McNair, 326. 


8. Where a contract which was intended to be a satisfaction of all notes, 
drafts and accounts of plaintiff’s creditors, was signed by defend- 
ant’s intestate “representing A,” who did not hold any such claim, 
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10. 


11. 


12. 


14. 


15. 


16. 


1%. 


but only was an endorser on plaintiff’s notes to A, the fact that the 
intestate’s name appears in the body of the contract does not impose 
a personal liability upon him. Hicks v. Kenan, 337. 


. Where an agent acts within the scope of his authority and professes 


to act in the name and behalf of his principal, he is not personally 
liable. Jbid. 


Where the question of agency in making a contract arises there is a 
distinction between instruments under seal and those not under seal. 
In the former case, the contract must be in the name of the principal 
and must purport to be his deed. In the latter, the question is always 
one of intent, and when the meaning is clear, it matters not how it is 
phrased nor how it is signed. Jbid. 


The courts seek to sustain and enforce contracts of mutual insurance 
companies, by looking to the substance and intention, rather than by 
adopting a technical or strained construction. Perry v. Insurance 
Asso., 374. | 


The law will not permit persons to hold themselves out as officers of 
a corporation, make contracts, assume liabilities, receive money, etc., 
dnd avoid all responsibility by simply denying the existence of the 
corporation, or the agency through which it professes to act. Ibid. 


. A board of commissioners has no power to enter into a contract with 


a citizen to perpetually maintain and keep in repair a public road or 
bridge giving to such citizen a cause of action against the county 
whenever, in the exercise of its discretion in the interest of the pub- 
lic, the same or another board shall deem it proper to discontinue 
such road or bridge. Glenn v. Commissioners, 412. 


Where a cause of action is not against the defendant as a common 
carrier, but for that while the cotton was in a compress building 
belonging to J. awaiting compression and shipment, it was burned by 
the negligence of the defendant, a contract, between plaintiff and in- 
surance brokers, to which the insurance companies were not parties, 
to make an advance ‘“‘pending collection from carrier or other bailee,” 
has no application. Cunningham v. R. R., 427. 


In an action to recover on a specific contract for services rendered to 
the testator, where the complaint failed to allege in specific terms 
that the plaintiff fully performed the contract on her part, or that 
she was prevented from performing it by the testator, or by those 
authorized to act for him, it should be redrafted as to those particu- 
lars or properly amended. Tussey v. Owen, 457. 


In an action to recover on a specific contract for services rendered by 
plaintiff to her father, the proper issue as to the amount of recovery 
is “what sum, if any, is plaintiff entitled to recover?’ Jbid. 

Although the breach of a specific contract for services rendered to the 
testator is admitted by the answer, the burden is still on the plaintiff 
to establish the performance of it on her part, or else that she was 
prevented from performing it by the testator or those acting for him. 
Tbid. . 
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18. Where the plaintiff agreed to remain with her father and work for him 
during his life time, and in consideration thereof he agreed to devise 
her one-fourth of his estate, evidence that fifteen months before his 
death, the plaintiff married and removed to another State, is an 
abandonment of the contract, and she could only recover on the con- 
tract by showing some legal excuse for non-performance, and her 
testimony that she did not go back after she got married, they did not 
want her to go back, would not justify a finding that she was pre- 
vented by her father from performing the contract. Jbid. 


19. A party to a contract cannot maintain an action for its breach without 
averring and proving a performance of his own antecedent obliga- 
tions arising on the contract or some legal excuse for a non-perform- 
ance thereof. JIbdid. 


20. While in some cases, a recovery is permitted upon a quantum meruit 
when a recovery could not be had upon the contract for the contract 
price, yet no recovery can be had for the contract price unless the 
contract has been performed. Jbdid. 


21. In an action for damages for wrongful discharge, the burden is upon 
the plaintiff to prove the contract of employment, the discharge by 
the defendant and the existence and amount of substantial damages. 
Eubanks v. Alspaugh, 520. 


22, 'The contract of employment and the discharge by the defendant being 
established, the burden of proving justification is upon the defendant. 
lbid. 


CONTRACTS OF MARRIED WOMEN. See Abandonment. 


CONTRIBUTORY NEGLIGENCE. See Negligence. 

1. Except in extraordinary and imminent cases, like those of Greenlee 
and Trozler cases, the plaintiff in actions for negligence against rail- 
roads is required to act with that due care and circumspection which 
the presence of such conditions require, and if apart from the ele- 
ment of assumption of risk, he has been careless in a manner which 
amounts to contributory negligence, his action must fail. Biles v. 
R. R., 528. 


2. The violation of a known rule of the company, made for an employee’s 
protection and safety, when the proximate cause of such employee’s 
injury, will usually bar a recovery. Jbdid. 


CORPORATION COMMISSION. 

1. The Legislature has the power to supervise, regulate and control the 
rates and conduct of common carriers, and this regulation may be 
exercised either directly or through a commission. Corporation Com- 
mission v. R. R., 126. 


2. Under the act creating the Corporation Commission, it has the power 
to require a railroad to put in track scales at such points as the 
quantity of business may justify it. Ibid. . 


8. This power cannot be unreasonably exercised, and such orders are sub- 
ject to review by the Superior Court and by this Court. Ibid. 
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4. The court or jury, upon proper instructions, as the case may be, should 
pass upon the reasonableness and necessity of an order of the Corpora- 
tion Commission requiring track scales to be put in. Ibid. 


5. Where there was evidence that the defendant had put in track scales 
at other points where fewer car loads were shipped, and that the pe- 
titioner paid annually $80,000 in freight and that the defendant of- 
fered to put them in if the petitioner would pay higher rates (amount- 
ing annually to $950, nearly the full cost of scales and of putting 
them in) and was paid by shippers at points where scales had been 
put in, held, that the evidence was sufficient to be submitted to the 
jury, on the reasonableness and necessity of the order. Jbid. 


6. The fact that the petitioner would cut and ship lumber only two more 
years from that point does not per se make the order unreasonable, 
when the petitioner had already shipped from that point for five years 
and had ten years cutting at another station on the defendant’s 
road, to which the scales could then be moved. Ibid. 


7. It is not the number of shippers, but the number of car loads to be 
weighed which is the test whether it is reasonable to have facilities 
for weighing car loads upon track seales at a station, and it is imma- 
terial that the petition affected only one point and one shipper. Jbdid. 


CORPORATIONS. See Insurance. 

1. All contracts and by-laws of an incorporated society are made with 
reference to the general law, and they must conform to certain gen- 
eral requirements in respect to vested personal and property rights of 
members. Sherrod v. Inswrance Asso., 167. 


2. Under section 217 of The Code, a traveling auditor of a foreign eorpora- 
ation, which had ceased to do business in the State, is not an officer 
upon whom process can be served. Higgs v. Sperry, 299. 


3. A traveling auditor of a foreign corporation, who presented an account 
to the plaintiff and requested payment to himself, but received no 
money and presented the account without authority, is not a “local 
agent”? (under section 217 of The Code) for the purpose of service of 
summons. Ibid. 


4, Under section 162 of The Code, the statute of limitations does not run 
in favor of a non-resident, whether it is an individual or a corpora- 
ation. Green v. Insurance Co., 309. 


5. The law will not permit persons to hold themselves out as officers of a 
corporation, make contracts, assume liabilities, receive money, ete, 
and avoid all responsibility by simply denying the existence of the 
corporation, or the agency through which it professes to act. Perry 
v. Insurance Co., 374. 


Neither officers nor members of corporations can evade their plain duty 
to those with whom contracts are made, by dissolving the organization 
and leaving creditors unprovided for. Jbdid. 


os 


7. The plaintiff cannot hold the officers of the defendant association per- 
sonally liable for his judgment against it, because they procured its 
dissolution and the formation of a new company. Jbid. 
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8. Chapter 367, Laws 1905, amending section 192 of The Code, with refer- 
ence to the place ‘of trial of actions against railroads, applies to all 
. railroads, both domestic and foreign. Propst v. R. R., 397. 


9. The amendment of 1905 does not repeal section 194, but the latter will be 
confined to corporations, other than railway companies, which have 
been chartered by any other State, government or country. Jbid. 


10. An officer of a foreign corporation coming into this State and hiring 
hands for employment by himself as the officer of the corporation, is 
not “engaged in the business of hiring hands,” ete., and is not liable 
for the tax on emigrant agents, under Revenue Act of 1905. Lane v. 
Commissioners, 448. 


CORROBORATIVE TESTIMONY. — 


In an action for: malicious prosecution, the declarations of defendant at 
the time he sued out the warrant of arrest and accompanying that act, 
are competent as part of the res gest, and also as corroborative testi- 
mony. Merrell v. Dudley, 57. 


COSTS. 


1. When at the first trial of the case judgment was entered for the de- 
fendants and the plaintiffs appealed and a new trial was granted, 
and at the second trial, the defendants again recovered and in the 
judgment, the plaintiff was taxed with all the costs of the defendants 
in the action, except the costs of appeal: Held, the plaintiff’s excep- 
tion to the judgment upon the ground that he was not taxable with 
any of the costs of the first trial, was without merit; sections 525-6 
and 540 of The Code, relating to taxation of costs, refer to a final 
recovery upon the merits. Williams v. Hughes, 1%. 


2. Where the complaint did not set out any cause of action in favor of 
one of the plaintiffs, the court properly allowed such plaintiff to sub- 
mit to a nonsuit, it being simply a case of misjoinder of parties plain- 
tiff which may be corrected by taxing him with such costs as are in- 
curred by the misjoinder. Pritchard v, Mitchell, 54. 


3. Where an administrator c. t. @. made no defense to a suit brought by 
his father, but permitted judgment to be taken by default, and then 
brought a proceeding to charge the land of his testator with the pay- 
ment of the judgment thus obtained, and two juries decided that there 
was nothing due to his father: Held, that it was error to tax against 
the defendant, who was a purehaser from the devisees, as a part of 

the costs, an allowance for attorney’s fee paid by the administrator 
for bringing and prosecuting the latter proceeding. Kelly v. Odum, 
278. 


COUNTIES. See County Commissioners; Roads. 


COUNTY COMMISSIONERS. See Roads. 


1. A board of commissioners has no power to enter into a contract with a 
citizen to perpetually maintain and keep in repair a public road or 
bridge giving to such citizen a cause of action against the county 


551 


INDEX. 


COUNTY COMMISSIONERS—Continued. 


iw) 


3 


whenever, in the exercise of its discretion in the interest of the pub-— 


_ lic, the same or another board shall deem it proper to discontinue 


such road or bridge. Glenn v. Commissioners, 412. 


. Where a citizen at his own expense constructed a bridge and opened 


up the public roads over his lands leading to the bridge on both sides 
of the river and the board of commissioners accepted said bridge as a 
public bridge and have kept it in repair ever since, the fact that the 
commissioners paid him only a part of the cost of its construction 
did not change its character as a part of the public highway, subject 
to the control of the commissioners as all other bridges in the county. 
Lbid. 


. The plaintiff is not entitled to a mandamus commanding the board of 


commissioners to repair the bridge. Ibid. 


4. A citizen is not entitled to an injunction restraining a board of com- © 


missioners from proceeding to erect a bridge across a river at a certain 
point, though there is no public highway leading to such point, where 
the court finds that the board has in contemplation the opening of a 
public road to such point, and that arrangements have been made for 
that purpose. Ibid. | 


5. The order in which work upon the public highways is to be performed 


is within the sound discretion of the county commissioners, and a 
finding by the court that they have exercised this discretion honestly — 
and in 2 manner which they conceived to be for the best interests of 
the people of the county, excludes any interference by the courts. 
LTbid. 


COURTS, POWER OF. See Amendments, 
1. The power to attach for a certain class of contempts being inherent 


in the courts and essential to their existence and the due perform- 
ance of their functions, the Legislature cannot, as to them, deprive 
the courts of this power or unduly interfere with its exercise. Her 
parte McCown, 95. 


2. The Superior Court has, independently of The Code, the power to ap- 


point a guardian ad litem for an infant defendant, and it may, at any 
time during the progress of the cause, for sufficient reason looking to 
the proper protection of the infant’s interests, remove a guardian 
theretofore appointed and name some other person, and the clerk 
who acts as and for the court may do the same in special proceed- 
ings pending before him. Carraway v. Lassiter, 145. 


3. In a special proceeding by an executor to sell lands, the clerk has power 


to appoint a guardian ad litem for an infant defendant, where the 
executor was the general guardian of such infant. Jbid. 


4. The order in which work upon the public highway is to be performed 


is within the sound discretion of the county commissioners, and a 
finding by the court that they have exercised this discretion honestly 
and in a manner which they conceived to be for the best interests 
of the people of the county, excludes any interference by the courts. 
Glenn v. Commissioners, 412. 
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5. Upon appeal from an order of the clerk adjudging the respondent in 
contempt, there was no error in the judge allowing additional affi- 
davits to be filed on the hearing before him. In re Scarborough Will, 
428. 


6. The court may, at any time before or after judgment, direct other per- 
sons to be made parties to the end that substantial justice be done. 
Watker v. Miller, 448. 


COVENANTS OF WARRANTY. 


1. Where, in an action for breach of covenants of warranty contained in 
two deeds, one executed in 1886 and the other in 1895, the plaintiff - 
recovered all that he was entitled to recover for breach of the cove- 
nant in the deed of 1895, his exception to the ruling that he could 
not recover on the covenant contained in the deed of 1886 is with- 
out merit, where the deed of 1886 does not purport to convey any part 
of the land from which the plaintiff has been legally evicted, as the 
warranty can extend no further than the land described in the deed 
containing the warranty. Digvon v. Jones, T5. 


2. An estoppel works upon the estate which the deed purports to convey, 
and binds an after-acquired title as between parties and privies. In 
cases where the deed contains a warranty the grantee and those 
claiming under him will not be remitted to an action on the covenant 
for damages. Weeks v. Wilkins, 215. 


CRIMINAL STATUTES. 


The rule that criminal statutes are to be strictly construed applies when 
the scope of the act is doubtful, and does not mean that a word is to 
be given a different meaning in a criminal action from that which 
would be given it in a civil proceeding. 8S. v. Sutton, 574. 


CUSTOM. 


While neither usage nor custom, as a general rule, will sanction or excuse 
an act which the law condemns as negligent, it is pertinent evidence 
on the question whether there has been negligence in a given case. 
Stone v. Steamship Co., 198. 


DAMAGHS. See Telegraphs. 


1. Where the defendant obtained possession of a mule in a trade with 
the plaintiff by false, fraudulent and deceitful representations, the 
plaintiff may sue for damages for the false warranty, or repudiate — 
the trade and sue to recover the specific property. Joyner v. Early 
49, | 


2. The addressee of a telegram, where there has been a wrongful failure 
to deliver or negligent error in transmission, may, under certain 
circumstances, recover compensatory damages for mental anguish, 
where the message is for his benefit or concerns his domestic or 
social interests, and this independent of any bodily or substantial 
pecuniary injury. Dayvis v. Telegraph Co., 79. 
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10. 


11. 


12. 


13. 


In cases for mental anguish, in awarding the damages to be recovered, 
the law governing cases for breach of contract applies. bid. 


A telegraph company is liable in damages for the mental anguish 
suffered by the husband by reason of the company’s default in failing 
to deliver a message sent by the wife, who had taken the wrong train, 
informing him of this fact, the purpose of the message being to 
prevent anxiety. (Sparkman v. Telegraph Co., 180 N. C., 447, 
overruled. Ibid. | 


. Where the plaintiff brings an action under section 1498 of The Code, 


as administrator of his son, his recovery is limited to the value of 
the life, and he is not entitled to any damages for mental anguish in 
this form of action, nor for the loss of the services of his child. 
Byrd v. Express Co., 278. 


. Where the plaintiff voluntarily ceased payment and abandoned his 


policy he cannot ask damages for its cancellation. Green v. Insurance 
Co., 809. 


. Where the jury found that the defendant’s agent arrested the plaintiff, 


not because the plaintiff had assaulted him, but to put him out of the 
way, and thereby prevent his resistance to any entry upon the land, 
it was a case where vindictive damages were allowable. Jackson v. 
Telegraph Co., 34%. 


. The jury, in addition to compensatory damages, may award exem- 


plary, punitive or vindictive damages, sometimes called “smart 
money,’ if the defendant has acted wantonly or with criminal in- 
difference to civil obligations, or has been guilty of an intentional 
wud willful violation of the plaintiff’s rights. Ibid. 


. There is no law or practice which will permit a tender of judgment 


of one dollar as nominal damages as an aid to a defective demurrer. 
Hall v. Telegraph Co., 369. 


If a railroad company receives for carriage, from,.a passenger, trunks 

-eontaining merchandise or articles other than the personal baggage 
of the passenger, with knowledge of their contents, it is liable on its 
contract as an insurer for any loss of or damage to the property not 
resulting from the act of God or the public enemy. Trouser Co. v. 
R. R., 382. 


Under section 1498-9 of The Code the question is, did the relatives 
suffer any pecuniary loss by reason of the fact that the deceased 
failed to live out his expectancy, and in determining it the jury must 
take into consideration the entire life, character, habits, health, 
capacity, ete, of the deceased. Carter v. R. R., 499. 


In ascertaining the net earnings the jury should deduct only ‘the 
reasonable necessary personal expenses of the deceased, taking into 
consideration his age, manner of life, business calling or profession, 
ete., and the amount spent for his family, or those dependent upon 
him, should not be deducted. Jbid. 


While a landowner is not entitled to notice, when the Legislature, or 
the commissioners to whom it has delegated its power, appropriates 
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his property to a public use, he is, however, entitle’ to notice and a 
hearing when his compensation is fixed. S. v. Jones, 618. 


14, An assessment for damages in a condemnation proceeding need not 
be by a jury of twelve freeholders—it is not a controversy within 
the meaning of the Bill of Rights. Jbid. 


DEADLY WEAPONS. See Assaults. 


1. Some weapons are per se deadly, and others, owing to the violence and 
manner of use, become deadly. 8S. v. Archbell, 587. 


2. Where the deadly character of the weapon is to be determined by the 
relative size and condition of the parties and the manner in which 
it is used, it is proper and necessary to submit the matter to the jury 
with proper instructions. Jbdid. 


3. A deadly weapon is not one that must or may kill. It is an instrument 
which is likely to produce death or great bodily harm under the 
circumstances of its use. Jbdid. 


-DHATH,. See Railroads; Partnership; Negligence; Abatement by Death; 
Death by Wrongful Act. 


DEATH BY WRONGFUL ACT. See Railroads; Negligence. 

1. Where the plaintiff brings an action under section 1498 of The Code, 
as administrator of his son, his recovery is limited to the value of the 
life, and heis not entitled to any damages for mental anguish in this 
form of action, nor for the loss of the services of his child. Byrd v. 
Haepress Co., 278. 


2. In an action for damages for death by wrongful act, an instruction 
that “whenever an adult has been killed and his administrator brings 
suit . . . it is necessary for the administrator to show by 
affirmative evidence that the net earnings of the deceased exceeded 
his expenditures, and unless he has done that, it is the duty of the 
jury to say that he is not entitled to recover anything,” igs erroneous. 
Carter v. R. R., 499. 


8. The court cannot instruct the jury in any case, when death by the 
wrongful act of the defendant is shown, that upon any state of facts 
it is their duty to render a verdict against the plaintiff, as “the 
reasonable expectation of pecuniary advantage from the continuance 
of the life of the deceased,” is necessarily an inference of fact from 
all of the evidence, and can only be drawn by the jury. J/bid. 


DECEIT. See Fraud. 
Where the defendant obtained possession of a mule in a trade with the 
plaintiff by false, fraudulent and deceitful representations, the plain- 

tiff may sue for damages for the false warranty or repudiate the 

trade and sue to recover the specific property. Joyner v. Farly 49. 


DECLARATIONS. See Evidence. . 


DEEDS. See Ejectment; Estoppel; Color of Title; Tax Title. 


1. Where the call in a deed is for a certain distance, to a known and 
fixed line of another tract, the distance will be disregarded and the 
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line control, but the court should instruct the jury, as a question of 
law, what the boundaries are, leaving to them the question where 
they are. Jennings v. White, 23. 


. Possessions cannot be tacked to make out title by prescription when the 


deed under which the last occupant claims title does not include the 
land in dispute. Jbid. 


. Where the entire estate in fee simple, in unmistakable terms, is given 


the grantee, both in the premises and the habendum, and the 
warranty is in harmony with the preceding parts of the deed, but 
following the warranty there is introduced two entirely new clauses, 
both repugnant to the estate conveyed: held, that the repugnant 
clauses are void. Wilkins v. Norman, 40. 


. Where there are repugnant clauses in a deed the first will control and 


the last be rejected. Jbid. 


. While the general rule is that the court will, by an examination of the 


entire deed, seek, and if found, effectuate the intention of the grantor, 
we must keep in mind the other rule that when rules of construction 
have been settled it is the duty of the court to enforce them, otherwise 
titles are rendered uncertain and insecure. Jbdid. 


. A deed from a trustee, which not only refers to the deed of trust as 


containing the land the trustee sold, but goes on with a fuller des- 
cription, as follows: “A tract of land up the Mill Pond Road of 60 . 
acres, more or less, being all said W. owned adjoining R. and others’ 
lands,” is sufficient to permit parol evidence in aid of the description. 
Hinton v. Moore, 44. 


. The Connor Act (Laws 1887, ch. 47) applies both to lost and unlost 


deeds executed after 1 December, 1885, and there was no error in 
rejecting parol evidence to show that plaintiff’s grantor deeded the 
land in controversy to W. in 1891, and that said deed had been lost » 
before registration, where plaintiff was a purchaser for value of said 
title under registered conveyances. Jbid. 


. A deed purporting to convey land “lying and being on the south side 


of Pamlico River and the south side of Blount’s Creek, containing 75 
acres, be the same more or less, it being the same land Jas. Peele 
conveyed to Hiram Edgerton by deed, which deed will more fully 
show courses and distances, references being had to the said deed, 
and deeded by the said Hiram Edgerton to William BH. Shaw,” is not 
void for uncertainty of description, as the deeds referred to can he 
offered in evidence on the trial and the land probably located. 
Moore v. Fowte, 51. 


. Description by name, where lands have a known name, is sufficient, 


and a tract of land can be then located by its name. Jbdid. 


Where, in an action for breach of covenants of warranty contained in 
two deeds, one executed in 1886 and the other in 1895, the plaintiff 
recovered all that he was entitled to recover for breach of the cove- 
nant in the deed of 1895, his exception to the ruling that he could 
not recover on the covenant contained in the deed of 1886, is without 
merit, where the deed of 1886 does not purport to convey any part 
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of the land from which the plaintiff has been legally evicted, as the 
warranty can extend no further than the land described in the deed 
containing the warranty. Dizon v. Jones, 75. 


Growing timber is a part of the realty, and deeds and contracts con- 
cerning it are governed by the laws applicable to that kind of 
property. Hawkins v. Lumber Co., 160. 


12. Where a deed conveys all timber now standing, or which may be 


13. 


14. 


16. 


17. 


18. 


standing on certain lands during the period of fifteen years from and 
after the time when the grantee shall begin to cut and remove said 
timber, and the time in which to begin to cut and remove said tim- 
ber is not limited, and provides by a subsequent clause that the 
grantor assures unto the grantee the full term of fifteen years, as 
above set forth, within which to cut and remove the timber hereby 
conveyed: Held, that the instrument conveys a present estate of ab- 
solute cwnership in the timber defeasible as to all timber not re- 
moved within fifteen years from the time of commencing to cut, allow- 
ing a reasonable time to begin such cutting. (Mfg. Co. v. Hobbs, 128 
N. C., 46, criticized.) Tbid. 


That part of the deed giving an unlimited time to cut and remove the 


timber will be rejected because it is indefinite and repugnant to the 
first part of the stipulation as to time, and because it is contrary to 
the intent and purpose of the parties as indicated by the entire in- 
strument. Jbid. 


Under a deed to “S. and wife, A., and their heirs, including the former 


children of said A. by another husband,” the plaintiffs, who are A.’s 
children by the former husband, and were living at the time of the 
execution of the deed, took as grantees and as tenants in common 
with 8S. and A. Darden v. Timberlake, 181. 


. The words “and their heirs,” in said deed, are to be rejected as sur- 


plusage, a conveyance to the heirs of a living person being void. 
Tbid. 


Where a conveyance is made to the husband and wife and three 


children, the husband and wife are together seized of one-fourth by 
entireties, and the children of one-fourth each, and upon the death 
of the wife the husband acquires the one-fourth by right of survivor- 
ship. (Dictum in Hampton v. Wheeler, 99 N. C., 222, corrected.) 
Ibid. 


Where one has a deed conveying no title, interest or estate, and enters 


under said deed, claiming to own the land in fee simple, such 
possession is adverse to the owner. Kirkman v. Holland, 185. 


An ordinary quitclaim deed, containing no covenants, vests in the 


grantee only such title as the grantor was seized of at the time of 
the execution of the deed, and if such grantor subsequently acquires 
an outstanding title, it does not inure to his grantee in the quitclaim 
deed, but it is otherwise as to a deed of bargain and sale. Weeks v. 
Wilkins, 215. 
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19. A deed conveying “a certain portion of land, adjoining the lands 
formerly belonging to B. and others, on both sides of the road leading 
to N—, to contain forty acres, to be taken from the tract where G. 
now resides.” is void for vagueness and indefiniteness. Smith v. 
Proctor, 314. 


20. Prior to the act of 1879 (section 1280 of The Code) the word “heirs” 
was generally held necessary to create a fee in deeds conveying the 
legal title, but it was not so in devises nor in equitable estates, where 
it was generally held that an estate of inheritance would pass with- 
out the word “heirs” if such was the clear intent of the parties. 
Ibid. 


21. Whenever the word “heirs” appears in an instrument as qualifying the 
‘ interest of the grantee and indicative of his estate, whether in the 
premises, the habendum of the warranty, same will be transposed 
and inserted in that portion of the deed which will cause the same 
to operate as a conveyance of a fee simple interest, when such was 

the purpose of the grantor. J/bid. 


22. A deed conveying the legal estate, without the word “heirs,” will be 
held to convey an estate of inheritance if the same on its face con- 
tains conclusive, intrinsic evidence that a fee simple was intended to 
pass and that the word “heirs” was omitted by mistake. Ibid. 


23. A trustee will take by implication of law a fee in the estate when the 
duties of the trust require it, although the conveyance is in terms of 
life estate or fails to use the word “heirs.” Ibid. 


24, Where a deed conveyed a tract of land to a trustee and his survivors. 
in trust for H. during his life, and in the event H. not leaving lawful 
issue, the trustees to convey to the heirs of G., but in case of lawful 
issue of H., then the trustees to make title to heir of H., the entire 
estate passed, the trustee holding for H. during his life, and then in 
trust te convey the land to the lawful children of H.. and the exigen- 
cies of the trust having terminated on the death of H., leaving chil- 
dren, the statute will execute the unnecessary portion of the estate. 
LTbid. 


25. Where the words “heir of H.” in the deed is clearly not intended to 
denote the whole line of heirs to take in succession as said heirs from 
“veneration to generation,’ but is simply only a designatio personae, 
meaning lawful child or children of H. who may be living at his 
death, the rule in Shelly’s case does not apply. Ibid. 


26. In an action to establish a lost deed, the record of which was also 
destroyed, a motion to dismiss upon the ground that the action 
should have: been brought before the clerk under section 56 of The 
Code, was properly refused, as that section is an enabling act giving 
an additional, but not an exclusive, remedy. Jones v. Ballou, 526. 


27. In an action by plaintiff, who was an illiterate man, to set aside a 
deed because it was obtained by fraud and without consideration, 
evidence that the defendant, an educated man and a physician, went 
to the plaintiff’s premises, and, representing that he had bought in 
an old mortgage debt, which plaintiff claimed had been paid, pro- 
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cured from the plaintiff, without any payment to him, the execution 
of a deed which was written by the defendant, and was different 
from what was. represented, and the existence of the mortgage debt 
was not shown: Held, the case was properly submitted to the jury. 
Hodge v. Hudson, 358. 


28, A deed made to “Jas. Webb, Jr., & Bro.,”’ a partnership name and style 
adopted by the distributees and legatees of the deceased partners, is _ 
valid, though the partners are not named in the deed, it being a 
latent ambiguity which may be explained by parol. Walker v. 
Miller, 448. 


29, The general rule is that in order to locate a boundary the lines should 
be run with the calls in the regular order from a known beginning, 
and the test of reversing in the progress of the survey should be 
resorted to only when the terminus of a call cannot be ascertained 
by running forward, but can be fixed with certainty by running 
reversely the next succeeding line. Lindsay v. Austin, 463. 


30. Where, in the calls of a deed “Beginning at a red oak, John Mullis’s 
corner, about 60 links from said branch, and runs north 53 degrees 
east 2 chains and 42 links to a post oak, Jenkin’s corner; then north 
73 degrees, east 20 chains, to a pine, Jenkin’s other corner; then north 
47 degrees, west 10 chains, to a large rock,” etc., there was no evi- 
dence to locate the red oak called for as the beginning, nor the post 
oak called for as the second corner, but there was evidence to locate 
the “pine, Jenkins’s other corner,” and the “large rock,” an instruc- 
tion that if the jury find that the large rock is one of the natural ob- 
jects, etc., “then the plaintiff had the right to reverse the calls in 
the grant and run from said rock to find the beginning corner,’ was 
proper. Jbid. 


31. By virtue of section 1829 of The Code a deed conveying land directly 
to the “heirs” of a living person passes whatever title the grantor 
had to the children of such person. Campbell v. Everhart, 508. 


32. By virtue of section 1828 of The Code a child, if en ventre sa mere 
at the time the deed was executed, took as tenant in common with 
the living children. Jbid. 

33. It was error to instruct the jury that the deed was sufficient of itseif 
to vest the title in the grantees therein, where plaintiffs’ right to 
recover was dependent upon evidence that the defendants’ grantor was 
estopped to claim the land, as the credibility of the witnesses was a 
matter for the jury to pass upon, and the court, in deciding this 
question, invaded their province, contrary to the provision of sechon 
413 of The Code. Jbid. 


54, The recital in the deed of plaintiff’s grantor that H (the character of 
‘whose possession was at issue) paid her the consideration, is not 
competent against the defendants, nothing else appearing. Ibid. 


DEFECTIVE APPLIANCES. See Railroad; Assumption of Risk. 


DEGREE OF PROOF. 


To correct a bond for title on the ground of mistake, the evidenee must 
. be strong, clear and convincing, and where there is any evidence to 
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DEGREE OF PROOF—Continued. 
go to a jury on the question, they are to'determine under proper in- 
structions whether the evidence is of the character required. King 
v. Hobbs, 170. “ 


DEMURRER. See Pleadings. 
DESCRIPTIONS. See Deeds. 


DISCRETION OF COURT. See Argument of Counsel; Continuances; 
Practice. 


DISSOLUTION. See Corporations. 


DIVORCE. 


1. In an action for divorce, where neither party has a domicile in the State 
of the forum, such court having no jurisdiction of the subject-matter 
of the controversy, a decree of divorce is void, though both parties 
may have appeared and voluntarily submitted themselves to the juris- 
diction of the court. Bidwell v. Bidweit, 402. 


2. Where an action for divorce is instituted and the decree obtained in 
the State of the plaintiff’s domicile, and the defendant has been served 
with process within the jurisdiction of the forum, or has voluntarily 
appeared and answered, a decree in such case is valid, both in rem 
and in personam, and will bind and conclude the parties everywhere. 
Tbid. 


8. In an action for support, under section 1292 of The Code, a judgment 
of nonsuit was proper, where it appeared that the plaintiff, who was 
at that time domiciled in Massachusetts, brought a suit in that State 
to obtain an absolute divorce from the defendant, who appeared and 
answered, and set up a decree of absolute divorce of a North Dakota 
eourt in bar of the plaintiff’s demand, and that the Massachusetts 
court, after full hearing, dismissed the suit on the ground that the 
North Dakota decree was valid, and that the status of the parties 
was not that of husband and wife. Ibid. 


4, Where the validity of a divorce had been established by a decree 
of a competent court having full jurisdiction in the cause, the plaintiff 
is estopped from setting up defenses which have been or could have 
been passed upon and determined in that cause. Jbid. 


DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE. 


1. Where a party fails to introduce in evidence documents that are rele- 
vant to the matter in question and within his control, and offers in 
lieu of their production secondary or other evidence of inferior value, 
there is a presumption, or at least an inference that the evidence 
withheld, if forthcoming, would injure his case. Yerborough v. 
Hughes, 199.. . 


2. Where the pleadings themselves are notice to a party of the import- 
anee of certain writings in his possession, as evidence, notice to pro- 
duce is not necessary. The failure to produce on notice merely in- 
creases the strength of the presumption or inference, or adds weight 
to the evidence, if any, offered by the other side as to their contents. 
Tbid. 


560 


INDEX. 


DRAFTS. 
The acceptance of a draft from a debtor does not merge the debt or operate 
as a payment, unless i a so understood and agreed. Chemical 
Co. v. McNair, 826. 


DRAINAGE LAWS. 


1. The contention that our drainage laws (chapter 30 of The Code and 
amendments thereto) are unconstitutional, is that the land is to be 
taken for a mere private purpose, is without merit. Porter v. Arm- 
strong, 179. 


2. The Code, chapter 30, and the amendments thereto, are the charts 
which should guide the commissioners, and that portion of the judge’s 
order wherein he undertakes to instruct the new commissioners as 
to their duties should be set aside. Jbid. 


38. The court erred in holding that $100, which was admitted to be a rea- 
sonable charge for the plaintiff’s services in supervising the comple: 
tion of the houses, was a proper charge only against the contractor. 
It was damages chargeable against the defendant surety, and could 
not be retained by the plaintiff out of the funds due the contractor, 
in preference to claims for labor and material. Donlan v. Trust Co., 
212. 


4, The damage sustained by the plaintiff for loss of rents, which he should 
have received had the contractor completed the houses by the time 
specified in the contract, directly flows from the breach of the build- 
er’s contract, and is within the terms of the defendant’s contract of 
suretyship. Jbid. 


DUE PROCESS OF LAW. See Constitutional Law; Eminent Domain. 


Fishing in waters when prohibited by law is a public nuisance, and the 
General Assembly has the power to authorize a prompt abatement of 
the nuisance by seizure and sale of the nets, subject to the right of 
their owner to contest: the fact of his violation of the law by a pro- 
ceeding of claim and delivery, or by injunction to prevent sale, or by 

action to recover the proceeds of sale and damages. Daniels v. Homer, 
219. 


EARNINGS. See Damages. 
In ascertaining the net earnings the jury should deduct only the reasonable, 
. necessary, personal expenses of the deceased, taking into considera- 
tion his age, manner of life, business calling or profession, ete., and 
the amount spent for his family, or those dependent upon him, should 
not be deducted. Carter v. R. &., 499. 


EAVESDROPPING. 

An indictment for eavesdropping was defective which failed to charge that 
the conduct described was habitual, or facts from which such habit 
could be inferred, and also failed to allege that anything so heard was 
repeated in the hearing of divers persons, and a motion to quash was. 
properly allowed. S. v. Davis, 547, 


EJECTMENT. See Deeds. 


1. In an action of ejectment an instruction that if the jury should find that 
plaintiff and those under whom he claimed had been in the exclusive 
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BEJIECTMENT—Continued. 


open, continuous and adverse possession of the land in controversy 
from 1880 to the bringing of the action, they should answer the issue 
for the plaintiff, is erroneous, where the plaintiff failed to show any 
privity in respect to the locus in quo between himself and those whose 
possession preceded his. Jennings v. White, 23. 


2. In an action of ejectment the plaintiff, who has an equitable interest in 
the property, can recover against a wrongdoer. Hinton v. Moore, 44. 


8. In an action of ejectment, where plaintiff showed possession out of the 
State by a registered grant made in 1822, and mesne conveyances to 
themselves, with evidence of possession in 1866 and 1867, and from 
1889 to 1896, a motion to nonsuit was properly denied, where the action 
was brought in 1902 and the defendant’s possession under color did 
not become exclusive until 1896. Lindsay v. Austin, 463. 


4. In an action of ejectment where, at the date of a grant from the State 
to the defendant, the plaintiffs had failed to show title out of the 
State; either by possession or grant, and also failed to show seven 
years possession under color of title since the date of that grant, the 
court erred in refusing to nonsuit the plaintiffs, Jbid. 


5. A plaintiff, in order to recover in an action of ejectment, must show a 
title good against the world or good against the defendant by estoppel. 
Campbell v. Everhart, 508. 


6. In an action of ejectment plaintiff makes out a title prima facie good 
against the world when he shows a grant from the State and mesne 
conveyance connecting him with the grant, or by proving title out of 
the State by grant duly issued, or by an adverse possession for 30 
years without regard to the number or connection of the tenants, and 
20 years adverse possession in himself or those under whom he claims, 
or such a possession of 7 years, under color, or by showing 30 years 
adverse possession by himself or by some one person, and mesne con- 
veyances connecting him with the title thus acquired by that person 

-as against the State, or by showing adverse possession by himself or 
those under whom he claims for 21 years, under color. Jbid. 


%. In an action of ejectment plaintiff makes out a title prima facie good 
against the defendant by showing an estoppel arising out of the fact 
that the defendant obtained possession of the land as tenant of the 
plaintiff or by his permission, or by connecting the defendant with 
the common source of title, showing in himself an older or better title 
from that source. Jbid. | 


EMBEZZLEMENT. 


1. The refusal to grant a motion for a bill of particulars in an indictment 
for embezzlement is not appealable except, possibly, in a case of gross 
abuse of discretion. 8S. v. Dewey, 556. 


2. If an appeal from a refusal to grant such application was permissible, 
it was premature. The defendant should have noted his exception, 
and if the final judgment was against him he could have had the re- 
fusal reviewed on appeal therefrom. Ibid. 
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3, Where the defendant had the benefit of the bill of supicuaks upon a 
renewal of the motion at a subsequent term, the appeal from.a refusal 
at a previous term is useless. Jbid. 


4. The charge of the court on the question of fraudulent intent is correct 
within the ruling in 8S. v. McDonald, 183 N. C., 690, which was more 
lenient to the defendant than it would have been had the bill’ been 
drawn as authorized by the amendment (Laws 1889, ch. 226) to sec- 
tion 1014. Jbid. 


“MIGRANT AGENT. 


An officer of a foreign corporation, coming into this State and hiring 
hands for employment by himself as the officer of the corporation, is 
not “engaged in the business of hiring hands,” etc, and is not liable 
for the tax on emigrant agents, under Revenue Act of 1905. Lane v. 
Commissioners, 448. 


EMINENT DOMAIN. 


1. The contention that our deainase laws (chapter 80 of The Code, and 
amendments thereto) are unconstitutional, in that the land is to be | 
taken for a mere private purpose, is without merit. Porter v. Arm- 
strong, 179. 


2. The amendment made to sections 2056-2057 of The Code by chapter 46, 
Laws 1887, in so far as it authorizes owners of timber lands to con- 
demn a right of way for tramways or railways over the lands of 
other owners, for the exclusive use of the owners of the timber, is un- 
constitutional, in that private property can only be taken for a public 
use. Cozard v. Hardwood Co., 283. 


3. The question, what is a public use, is always one of law. Deference will 
be paid to the legislative judgment as expressed in enactments provid- 
ing for the appropriation of property, but it will not be conclusive. 
Tbid. 


4, The charter of Creedmoor (chapter 398, Private Laws 1905), with refer- 
ence to condemnation of streets, which provides for notice when the 
landowner’s property is to be appraised and his compensation fixed, is 
valid, though it makes no provision for notifying him of contemplated 
action by the commissioners. S. v. Jones, 613. 


5. While a landowner is not entitled to notice when the Legislature, or 
the commissioners to whom it has delegated its power, appropriates © 
his property to a public use, he is, however, entitled to notice and a 

- hearing when his compensation is fixed. bid. 


6. An assessment for. damages in a condemnation proceeding need not be 
by a jury of twelve freeholders—it is not a controversy within the 
meaning of the Bill of Rights. Jbid. 


7. The provision of the charter of Creedmoor, that one of the appraisers 
shall be appointed by the commissioners, and giving the landowner 
the right to appoint one, and those who shall select a third, with a 
right of appeal to the Superior Court, is valid, though it omits to 
provide for the appointment of an appraiser if the landowner refuses 
and though all the appraisers are freeholders of the town. Jbdid. 
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8. AS soon as the commissioners, in the exercise of the powers delegated 
to them, appropriated the land to a public street, they had the right 
to enter and open it without awaiting the payment of damages. 
Ibid. 


9, The requirement that the report of appraisers shall lie in the mayor’s 
office for ten days for purposes of investigation and appeal, and that 
unless an appeal is taken from such report ‘the land so appraised 
shall stand condemned for the use of the town, and the price fixed 
shall be paid,” ete., applies only to the procedure for fixing the price 
to be paid, and means that if no appeal is taken from the appraised 
value, the land shall stand condemned at such value, and the appeal 
does not postpone the right of entry. Jbdid. : 


EMPLOYER AND EMPLOYEE. See Master and Servant; Railroad; Negli- 
gence. 


ENDORSEMENTS. See Negotiable Instruments. 
ENTIRETIES. See Tenants by Entirety. 


EQUITABLE TITLE. 


The owner of an equitable title may sue ina justice’s court for the recov- 
ery of crops. Walker v. Miller, 448. 


ESTATES.. See Wills; Deeds; Tenants by Entirety. 
ESTOPPEL. See Divorce. 

1. Where the plaintiff, in 1868, executed, together with six brothers and 
sisters, a deed of bargain and sale for the joint consideration of 
$1,000 to certain land to the defendant, each grantor undertaking 
to convey the entire land in fee, and the deed containing a joint as 
well as a several clause of warranty, but the privy examination of 
three of the grantors, who were married, was not taken; and in 
1889 the said married women executed a deed to the plaintiff: Held, 

that the plaintiff is estopped from setting up against those claiming un- 
der the deed of 1863 the outstanding title thus acquired. Weeks v. 
| Wilkins, 215. 


2, An estoppel works upon the estate which the deed purports to convey, 
and binds an after-acquired title as between parties and privies. In 
cases where the deed contains a warranty the grantee and those 
claiming under him will not be remitted to an action on the covenant 
for damages. Ibid. 


38. Where the validity of a divorce had been established by a decree of a 
competent court having full jurisdiction in the cause, the plaintiff 
is estopped from setting up defenses which have been or could have 
been passed upon and determined in that cause. Bidwell v. Bidwell, 
402, 


4, A plaintiff, in order to recover in an action of ejectment, must show 
a title good against the world or good against the defendant by es- 
toppel. Campbell v. Everhart, 503. 
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5. In an action of ejectment plaintiff makes out a title prima facie good 
against the defendant by showing an estoppel arising out of the fact 
that the defendant obtained possession of the land as tenant of the 
plaintiff or by his permission, or by connecting the defendant with 
the common source of title, showing in himself an older or better 
title from that source. Ibid. 


6. Where a party takes possession of land under another he is not allowed 
to dispute the latter’s title until he has given up the possession so ac- 
quired, and the rule applies with equal force to a person who con- 
tinues a possession antecedently held by him with the consent of the 
party whose title is in question. Jbid. 


7. When possession is wholly restored to the party who gave it the estoppel 
no longer applies, and the party formerly affected by it can stand 
upon, his original right and set up any right or title he may have to 
the property surrendered. TJbdid. 


EVIDENCE. See Positive and Negative Testimony; Parol Evidence; Con- 
fessions; Documentary Evidence; Sufficiency of Evidence; Census 
Lists; Deeds; Ejectment. 


1. In an action to recover for services rendered the defendant’s intestate, 
the testimony of plaintiff that she “gave him medicine, prepared his 
nourishment, kept him clean and cared for him generally; he was 
helpless altogether; we had to do all the services and wait on him,” 
was incompetent under section 590 of The Code, this being a “‘personal 

_ transaction” with deceased. Davidson v. Bardin, 1. 


2, Where a witness was not asked to testify against the representative 
or assignee of a dead person as to any transaction or communication 
between himself and the person deceased, but in favor of such a rep- 
resentative, the testimony being offered by the party to the suit who 
represented the dead person: Held, such testimony does not fall within 
the inhibition of section 590 of The Code, which is intended to pro- 
tect the deceased person’s representative or assignee, who is sume 
or being sued. Bonner v. Stotesbury, 3. 


38. Where a party requests the court to charge the jury that if they be- 
lieve the evidence they should answer the issue in his favor, the ad- 
verse party is entitled to have the evidence considered most strongly 
in his favor, and all facts which it reasonably tends to prove for him 

must be considered established, and any part of the evidence which 
tends to disprove the contention must be taken as true, as in case of 
a demurrer to evidence or motion to nonsuit, and where the evidence 
on the issue was not all one way the instruction was not a proper one. 
Board of Education v. Makely, 31. 


4, The declarations of a third person to the defendant were properly ex- 
eluded, where the record shows that the plaintiff was not present. 
Joyner v. Early, 49. 

5. In an action for malicious prosecution the declarations of defendant at 

- the time he sued out the warrant of arrest and accompanying that 
act, are competent as part of the res geste and also as corroborative 
testimony. Merrell v. Dudley, 57. 
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6. In an action for services rendered the testator of defendant, when the 
plaintiff testifies as to the value of services “rendered,” though he 
does not state in so many words that he had rendered them to testa- 
tor, he necessarily speaks, though perhaps indirectly, of a transaction 
or communication with the deceased, and the testimony is incompe- 

— tent under section 590 of The Code, which is intended to exclude even 
the indirect testimony of an interested witness as to a transaction or 
communication with the deceased, as the latter cannot be heard in 
reply. Stocks v. Cannon, 60. 


7. Evidence that the husband was all the time abusing his wife because 
she would not give him a life estate in the land; that he left and said 
he was not coming back any more, and carried his things and his 
tools, buggy and harness, bed and bedding, and said that he had left 
her for good this time, is sufficient to be submitted to the jury on the 
issue of abandonment. Vandiford v. Humphrey, 65. 


8. In an action on a note it is error to hold that the mere introduction of 
the note, with the name of an endorsee written on the back, is evi- 
dence of its endorsement by such endorsee, so as to vest the legal title 
in the plaintiff and cut off any defenses against the endorsee, as the sig- 
nature of the endorsers, where endorsement is required to vest the 
legal title, must be proved. Tyson v. Joyner 69. 


9. In an action by the plaintiff to recover for mental anguish from the 
failure of the defendant to deliver the following message sent to him 
by his wife: “Got left. Be there at 7:30 o’clock tomorrow.” Signed 
“TD,” the testimony of his wife that when she gave the message to the 
operator she told him she had been thrown over in Weldon, had two 
children with her; they were sick; her husband’ was to meet her and 
would be worried unless he got the message, is ample to notify the 
defendant that its failure to deliver the message might result in 
actionable suffering and mental anguish. Dayvis v. Telegraph Co., 79. 


10. Where there was evidence that the defendant had put in track scales 
at other points where fewer carloads were shipped, and that the peti- 
tioner paid annually $30,000 in freight, and that the defendant offered 
to put them in if the petitioner would pay higher rates (amounting 
annually to $950, nearly the full cost of scales and of putting them in) 
than was paid by shippers at points where scales had been put in: 
Held, that the evidence was sufficient to be submitted to the jury on 
the reasonableness and necessity of the order. Corporation Commis- _ 
sion v. R. R., 126. | 7 | 


11. A by-law of the defendant company which provided that any member 
failing to pay his assessment within sixty days from date of notice 
(which date shall be the day of mailing said notice), shall forfeit all 
rights in the company, is subject to rebuttal on the part of the plain- 
tiff by showing nonreceipt of notice, the defendant having properly 
postpaid and addressed the same. Sherrod v. Insurance Asso., 167. 


12. To correct a bond for title on the ground of mistake the evidence must 
be strong, clear and convincing, and where there is any evidence to 
go to a jury on the question, they are to determine under proper in- 
structions whether the evidence is of the character required. King v. 
Hobbs, 170. | ; 

566 | 


INDEX. 


EVIDENCE—Continued. 

13. Where both the plaintiff and defendant testified that before they went 
to a justice of the peace to have a bond for title written they had 
come to & definite contract of sale of the land, and that the timber 
previously sold and conveyed to a lumber company was excepted, a . 
prayer for instruction “that there was no evidence to show that the 
clauses exempting from the bond the right and interest of the lumber 
company in the land were omitted from said bond by the mutual mis- 
take of the parties’ was properly denied. Jbid. 


14, Evidence that the trustee had knowledge of a contract entered into be- 
tween M. under which the property was turned over to the father of 
W., who was soon in possession of said property, was se ae 
Kirkman », Holland, 185. 


15. Evidence that the trustee, from 1855 and up to the death of M., ante 
no effort to recover possession of the property because he was told by 
M. not to do so, that she had sold her life estate, but that her daugh- 
ters would be entitled to the property after her death, was properly 
excluded. Jbid. 


16. Defendant’s intestate, in January, 1861, was bequeathed, among other 
legacies, $500 in money, to her and her heirs forever, and if she died, 
leaving no child, said money to go to plaintiff’s intestate and her heirs. 
Defendant’s intestate died in 1908, leaving no child, and plaintiff’s 
intestate died in 1887. In this action, brought to recover the $500, 
alleging that the legacy had been paid to defendant’s intestate, the 
following evidence: 1. The will. 2. The inventory and account sale 
filed in 1861, showing $18,000. 38. Report of commissioner, showing 
that in September, 1863, that there was in the hands of executors 
$14,000 due the legatees, none of whom had then been paid. 4. Re- 
ceipts from two of the Iegatees in 1868, acknowledging receipt of a 
much smaller amount than their legacies, in full of all due from said 
executor, was properly held no evidence of payment of said $500 leg- 
acy to defendant’s intestate. Outlaw v. Gardner, 190. 


17. While neither usage nor custom, as a general rule, will sanction or ex- 
cuse an act which the law condemns as negligent, it is pertinent evi- 
dence on the question whether there has been negligence in a given 
case. Stone v. Steamship Co., 198. 


18. In an action by the plaintiff to recover damages for the death of his 
intestate, the burden is upon the plaintiff to show that the defendant's 
alleged negligence proximately caused the intestate’s death, and the 
proof must be of such a character as reasonably to warrant the infer- 
ence of the fact required to be established, and not merely sufficient 
to raise a surmise or conjecture as to the existence of the essential 
fact. Byrd v. Express Co., 278. 


19, In an action to recover damages for the death of plaintiff’s intestate, 
alleged to have been caused by the negligence of the defendant in fail- 
ing to forward a package of medicine for the intestate, who was ill 
with typhoid fever, where the attending physician testified that he be- 
lieved the chances of recovery would have been better had the medi- 
cine been received in time and taken according to directions, and that 
was as far as he could go, and that the medicine was needful and 
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20. 
21, 


22. 


23. 


24. 


26. 


2%. 


28. 


necessary, a motion to nonsuit was properly allowed, as the evidence 
does not tend to show that the failure to receive the medicine caused 
the intestate’s death. Jbid. oe 


In an action for the wrongful cancellation of a policy the motive or the 
method of reasoning by which the plaintiff arrived at the conclusion 
to abandon his policy was irrelevant. Green v. Insurance Co., 309. 


In an action for the wrongful cancellation of a policy, a question 
whether the plaintiff subsequently took out other insurance, in lieu 
of that which he had abandoned, was properly excluded. Jbid. 


The court must be satisfied that an agency has been. shown at least 
prima facie before anything that the alleged agent has said or done 


can be submitted to the jury as evidence. Jackson v. Telegraph Co.,. — 


347, 


In an action to set aside a deed for fraud, where the plaintiff had testi- 
fied that the purport of the deed which was written by the defendant, 
was different from what was represented, and the plaintiff could not 
read, it was competent to ask him, “Who told you that the deed con- 
veyed all your interest in the land?’ not to prove the declaration of 

the third party, but to corroborate the plaintiff that as soon as he 
learned that fact he put up notices repudiating the deed. Hodge v. 
Hudson, 358. 


In an action to set aside a deed for fraud and for want of consideration, 
endorsements upon a mortgage, which the defendant claimed to have 
bought in, were properly excluded, the mortgage note not being pro- 
duced. Jbid. 


. Where the mortgage debt had not been shown or proven, it was not 


competent to prove a declaration made by R. that she owned the debt, 
nor was the evidence as to the purchase of the mortgage by the de- 
fendant from R., who was not shown to have the legal title, compe- 
tent. Jbid. 


Where the plaintiff’s witness, on cross-examination, testified to the good 
character of the defendant, a question on redirect examination, as to 
whether he had not heard that the defendant had committed certain 
offenses, was properly excluded. Come v. Singleton, 361. 


Evidence that the roadbed and culvert were built more than forty years 
ago, and that the water was ponded in a manner substantially similar 
to that now complained as much as ten or fifteen years ago, is suffi- 
cient to sustain a finding that substantial injury was done prior to 
five years before action was brought, though the plaintiff testified 
that the ponding had increased of late. Stack v. R. R., 366. 


In an action on a note given by defendant’s intestate, if the plaintiff 
had undertaken to testify in his own behalf that he had or had not 
made a demand for payment of the note of the intestate, such evi- 
dence should, on objection, have been excluded as incompetent under 
section 590, and it was not proper for defendant’s counsel to com- 
ment on the failure of the plaintiff to testify on this question of de- 
mand, Davis v. Evans, 440. , 
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29. Where the plaintiff agreed to remain with her father and work for him 
during his lifetime, and in consideration thereof he agreed to devise 
her one-fourth of his estate, evidence that fifteen months before his 
death the plaintiff married and removed to another State is an aban- 
donment of the contract, and she could only recover on the contract 
by showing some legal excuse for nonperformance; and her testimony 
that she did not go back after she got married, they did not want her 
to go back, would not justify a finding that she was prevented by her 
father from performing the contract. Jussey v. Owen, 457. 


30. It is the duty of the judge to nonsuit when the evidence is not legally 
sufficient to justify a verdict for the plaintiff. Kearns v. R. R., 470. 


31. In an action for damages for an injury from a collision, evidence which 
merely shows that it was possible that the failure to stop the train 
caused the injury, or merely raises a conjecture that it was so, is 
legally insufficient and should not be submitted to the jury. Jbid. 


82. Evidence that the plaintiff, driving his horse and buggy, crossed the 
defendant’s track, and after he had gotten across, and when distant 
from fifteen to forty feet and about the time the engine passed the 
crossing, the horse began to back and continued backing, and backed 
into the cars; that the engineman was looking out at the plaintiff and 
slackened the speed of the train, which was going very slowly, and 
after plaintiff’s buggy struck it stopped very quickly, in fifteen feet 
of the crossing, according to one witness, and within two or three car 
lengths, according to the plaintiff: Held, that the plaintiff failed to 
make out a case of actionable negligence. Ibid. 


33. Evidence should raise more than a mere conjecture as to the existence 
of the fact to be proved. Campbell v. Everhart, 503. 


34, The recital in the deed of plaintiff's grantor that H. (the character of 
whose possession was at issue) paid her the consideration is not com- 
petent against the defendants, nothing else appearing. Jbid. 


$5. Testimony of a witness interested in the event of the action, as to 
transactions or communications between him and a deceased person 
from whom the defendants derive title, is not competent agaIney them, 
the extent of the interest not being material. J bid. 


36. In an action to establish a lost deed, evidence offered by the defendants 
of a statement by a person that he owned no interest in the property, 
was properly rejected, where the plaintiffs did not claim under such 
person and he was not a party to the action. Jones v. Ballou, 526. 


37. In an action to recover balance of house rent where the plaintiff testi- 
fied that he rented the house to the defendant through an agent and 
that the defendant paid the rent in person and through his employer, 
and that the defendant promised to pay the balance due and the em- 
ployer testified that he charged the money to the defendant’s account; 
and that the defendant testified that he paid the rent for his mother 
and that he never rented the house, and the agent testified that he 
did not rent the house to the defendant: Held, that the plaintiff is en- 
titled to have the case submitted to the jury on the question whether 
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the defendant is not answerable as the original or present debtor. 
Sheppard v. Newton, 533. 


388. Where, without any provocation in law or in fact, the prisoner who is 
carrying a concealed and loaded weapon on an excursion train, takes 
it from his left pocket, transfers it behind his back to his right hand, 
raises it and points it at the deceased, warning him to look out, and 
then fires the fatal shot, and leaves the car singing a flippant song, 
Heid, that this is sufficient evidence of premeditation and deliberation. 
S. v. Daniel, 549. 


EXCEPTIONS AND OBJECTIONS. See Appeal and Error; Harmless Error. 


1. An exception to the admission of evidence which, if irrelevant was 
harmless, is without merit. Board of Education v. Makety, 31. 


2. The approval by the judge of the clerk’s findings of fact is conclusive, 
unless the exception, for that there is no evidence to sustain them, 
can be sustained. Carraway v. Lassiter, 145. 


38. Section 550 of The Code and Rule 27 of this Court requires an assign- 
ment of errors relied on to be tabulated and inserted in the case on 
appeal or record, preferably at the end. Hicks v. Kenan, 387. 


4, Where the exceptions are separately stated and numbered, but are not 
brought together at the end of the case, a motion by the appellee to 
affirm will be denied, if the error intended to be assigned is plainly 
apparent. Jbid. 


5, An exception to the refusal of the court to set aside the verdict, be- 
cause several of the jurors signed a paper to the effect that they did 
not fully understand the issues and the legal effect of their findings, 
is without merit, as jurors cannot be heard to impeach their ver- 
dict. Coxe v. Singleton, 361. 


6. Where counsel for the defendant, in his closing speech to the jury, 
commented on a fact not relevant to the issue and argued an erro- 
neous proposition of law and this was immediately brought to the at- 
tention of the court, both by objection and by a prayer for instruction 
presented at the time, the failure of the court to advert to the matter 
either at the time or in the charge was error, which entitles the plain- 
tiff to a new trial. Davis v. Evans, 440. | 


7. The fact that no objection was made at the time and the court below 
was not asked to interfere and correct the effect of the denunciation 
of the solicitor in his argument to the jury precludes this Court from 
considering it. S. v. Archbell, 587. 


8. If an appeal from a refusal to grant an application for a bill of par- 
ticulars was permissible, it was premature. The defendant should 
have noted his exception, and if the final judgment was against him, 
he could have had the refusal reviewed on appeal therefrom. CB. v. 
Dewey, 556. 


9. The above entry “defendant excepted” applies only to giving the charge 
and special instructions, and besides, is void as “broadside.” Ibid. 


10. Unless an exception to language used by counsel is taken, either at the 
time the language is used, or by request to the court to instruct the 
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jury that they must disregard the objectionable language, it cannot 
be assigned as error. SNS. v. Horner, 603. 


EXCUSABLE HOMICIDE. See Homicide. 


1. Where the defendant, while hunting on lands without ecittiai permis- 
sion of the owner, as required by statute, killed the deceased unin- 
tentionally, and the special verdict found that the act in which 
the defendant was engaged was not in itself dangerous to human life 
and negatived all idea of negligence: Held, that the case is one of ex- 
cusable homicide, as the offense was malum prohibitum. SS. v. Hor- 
ton, 588, 


2. When a man puts himself in a state of resistance and openly defies the 
officers of the law, he is not allowed to take advantage of his own 
wrong, if his life is thereby endangered, and set up an excuse of self- 
defense. S. v. Horner, 608. | 


EXECUTORS AND ADMINISTRATORS. See Guardian and Wards. 


1. In an action to recover for services rendered the defendant’s intestate, 
the testimony of plaintiff that she “gave him medicine, prepared his 
nourishment, kept him clean and cared for him generally, he was 
helpless altogether; we had to do all the services and wait on him,” 
was incompetent under section 590 of The Code, this being a “per- 
sonal transaction” with the deceased. Davidson v. Bardin, 1. 


2. Where a witness was not asked to testify against the representative or 
assignee of a dead person as to any transaction or communication 
between himself and the person deceased, but in favor of such a repre- 
sentative, the testimony being offered by the party to the suit who 
represented the dead person: Held, such testimony does not fall within 
the inhibition of section 590 of The Code, which is intended to protect 
the deceased person’s representative or assignee, who is suing or being 
sued. Bonner v. Stotesbury, 3. 


83. In an action for services rendered the testator of defendant, when the 
plaintiff testifies as to the value of services “rendered,” though he 
does not state in so many words that he had rendered them to testa- 
tor, he necessarily speaks, though perhaps indirectly, of a transaction 
or communication with the deceased, and the testimony is incompe- 
tent under section 590 of The Code, which is intended to exclude even 
the indirect testimony of an interested witness as to a transaction or 
communication with the deceased as thé latter cannot be heard in 
reply. Stocks v. Cannon, 6O. 


4. A person indebted cannot by devising his lands, upon contingent limi- 
tations to parties not in esse, prevent their sale for payment of his 
debts until all who may by possibility take are born or every possible 
contingency is at an end. Carraway v. Lassiter, 145. 


5. In a special proceeding by an executor to sell the lands of his testa- — 
trix to make assets to pay her debts a devisee (without children), to 
whom the entire estate was given for life, remainder to such children 
as she might leave surviving, and in default of issue to an asylum, rep- 
resented the entire title for the purpose of enabling the court to pro- 
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6. 


10, 


ii. 


12. 


13. 


14. 


ceed in the cause, and children thereafter born to her are bound by the 
judgment. Jbid. 


In a special proceeding by an executor to sell lands, the clerk has power 
to appoint a guardian @d@ litem for an infant defendant, where the 
executor was the general guardian of such infant. Jbid. 


. Where a petition for license to sell land was filed on 12 October, and 


the clerk, on the 15th day of the same month and before any sum- 
nions was issued, made an order appointing a guardian ad litem, this 
was irregular, but the service of process upon the infant defendant 
and the guardian ad litem, followed by the filing of an answer by him, 
cured the irregularity in the order of appointment. Jbdid. 


. In the absence of an order to suspend further proceedings upon the fil- 


ing of a caveat, as provided by section 2160 of The Code, the acts of 
the executor in filing a petition or proceeding with the sale of the 
land were not void nor were the rights of purchasers affected. Jbid. 


. The faet that litigation was pending in regard to the title to a portion 


of the land sold, and that by reason thereof and the pendency of a 
caveat, persons were restrained from bidding for the land, would not 
constitute ground for setting the judgment, etec., aside; such matters 
could only be considered in a separate action to attack the proceed- 
ing and sale for fraud. Jbid. 


The presumption of payment from the lapse of time arises only between 
the executor and legatee, between debtor and creditor, it being a pro- 
tection to discharge a liability and it cannot arise to create a Habil- 
ity to a third person on the part of the person who should have re- 
ceived the legacy. Outlaw v. Garner, 190. 


Where the plaintiff brings an action, under section 1498 of The Code, 
-as administrator of his son, his recovery is limited to the value of the 
life and he is not entitled to any damages for mental anguish in this 
form of action nor for the loss of the services of his child. Byrd v. 
EBepress Co., 278. 


A personal representative has the right to employ an attorney whenever 
it is necessary to protect the estate or to enable him to manage it 
properly, and on the settlement of his accounts he will be allowed 
credit, as part of the expenses of administration, for the reasonable 
charges paid by him for such services. Kelly v. Odum, 278. 


Such an allowance is always based upon the prudence and good faith 
of the trustee, and credit will not be given if litigation has been im- 
properly instituted by him or was the result or consequence of his 
neglect, or improper conduct, benefit to the estate being generally 
necessary to charge the estate with an expenditure of this character. 
Ibid. 


Where an administrator c. t. a. made no defense to a suit brought by 
his father, but permitted judgment to be taken by default, and then 
brought a proceeding to charge the land of his testator with the pay- 
ment of the judgment thus obtained, and two juries decided that 
there was nothing due to his father: Held, that it was error to tax 
against the defendant, who was a purchaser from the devisees, as a 
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part of the costs, an allowance for attorney’s fee paid by the admin- 
istration for bringing and prosecuting the latter proceeding. Jbid. 


15. An executor is always personally liable to his counsel for his fee, but 
it is in no sense a debt of the estate. Jbid. 


16. In a proceeding by an administrator to sell land for assets, the clerk 
made an order of sale in February, 1897, and upon the clerk’s minutes 
appears an entry of appeal by defendants (heirs at law). The land 
was sold in April, and sale confirmed in May, 1897, and the cause ap- 
pears for the first time on civil issue docket at January Term, 1899, 
Held, that a judgment declaring the sale void, pending the appeal, 
and directing a re-sale, was error, as the appeal was abandoned. Love 
», Love, 363. 


17. An arrangement between distributees and legatees to permit their 
property with the consent and codperation of the personal representa- 
tives of deceased partners to remain in common and to be used for 
their joint benefit, adopting the name of the old firm, constitutes a 
partnership. Walker v. Miller, 448. 


18. The death of a partner, in the absence of any stipulations in the articles 
of co-partnership to the contrary, works an immediate dissolution, © 
and the title to the assets vests in the surviving partner, impressed 
with a trust to close up the partnership business, pay the debts and . 
turn over to his personal representatives the share of the deceased 
partner. Ibid. 


EXECUTORY DEVISES. See Wills. 


EXPRESSION OF OPINION BY JUDGE. 


It was error to instruct the jury that the deed was sufficient of itself to 
vest the title in the grantees therein, where plaintiffs’ right to re- 
cover was dependent upon evidence that the defendants’ grantor was 
estopped to claim the land, as the credibility of the witnesses was a 
matter for the jury to pass upon, and the court in deciding this ques- 
tion, invaded their province, contrary to the provision of section 413 
of The Code. Campbell v. Everhart, 503. 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT. 
1. A finding that the defendant, by its servant, caused the plaintiff to be 
unlawfully arrested for the purpose of putting him out of the way, 
so that its agents and servants might érect its poles on his land, makes 

the defendant liable therefor. Jackson v. Telegraph Co., 347. 


2. Where the jury found that the defendant’s agent arrested the plaintiff 
not because the plaintiff had assaulted him, but to put him out of the 
way, and thereby prevent his resistance to an entry upon the land, — 
it was a case where vindictive damages were allowable. Jbid. 


FALSE WARRANTY. See Deceit. 


FELLOW-SERVANT ACT. 


1, One effect of the Fellow-servant Act (chap. 57, Private Laws 1897) is to 
abolish, so far as railroads are concerned the doctrine known as the 
Fellow-servant Doctrine, and make the company responsible for the 
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negligent acts of its employees in the course of their service or em- 
ployment, when by reason of such negligence a fellow-servant or other 
employee is injured. Mabry v. R. R., 388. 


2. In an action against the defendant railroad, if the jury should find that 


the plaintiff, while in the performance of his duty, was injured, as 
the proximate consequence of a defective engine or defective appliance, 
then the defense of assumption of risk is not open to the defendant, 
by reason of the Fellow-servant Act. Biles v. R. R., 528. | 


FINES. See Penalties. 
1. Fines, from their very nature, being punishment for violation of the 


criminal law, are imposed in favor of the State and belonging to the 
State, the Legislature cannot appropriate their clear poceeds to any 
other purpose than the school fund. 8S. v. Maultsby, 583. 


2. By “clear proceeds” is meant the total sum less only the sheriff’s fees 


for collection, when the fine and costs were not collected in full. 
bid. 


8. The provision in chapter 125, Laws 1903, that the informant “shall re-_ 


ceive one-half of the fine imposed” is unconstitutional and there was 
no error in refusing the petition of the informant for one-half of a fine 
imposed for selling liquor contrary to its provisions. Jbid. 


FISH AND FISHERIES. 
1. Chapter 292, Laws 1905, making it unlawful to set or fish any nets in 


certain sections of Albemarle and Pamlico Sounds, from 15 January 
to 15 May in each year, and providing that any person who shall vio- 
late said act shall be guilty of a misdemeanor, and further provid- 
ing that the Oyster Commissioner shall seize all nets setting or being 
used in violation of said act, sell the same at public auction and ap- . 
ply the proceeds to the payment of cost of removal and pay any bal- 
ance to the school. fund, is a constitutional exercise of the police 
power. Daniels v. Homer, 219. 


2, There is no individual or property right of fishery in the waters of Albe- 


marle and Pamlico Sounds, but such right rests in the State, and is 
subject absolutely to such regulations as the General Assembly may 
prescribe and can be exercised only at such times and by such meth- 
ods as it may see fit to permit. Jbid. . 


3. Fishing in waters when prohibited by law is a public nuisanee and the 


General Assembly has the power to authorize a prompt abatement of 
the nuisance by seizure and sale of the nets subject to the right of 
their owner to contest the fact of his violation of the law by a pro- 
ceeding of claim and delivery, or by injunction to prevent sale, or by 
action to recover the proceeds of sale and damages. Jbdid, 


4, Under chapter 824, Laws 1905, which provides that “it shall be unlaw- 


ful for any person to hedge or fish with traps in the waters of Bear 
Creek between the mouth of said creek where it empties into Neuse 
River and the Joyner mill-seat,”’ the defendant is prohibited from 
setting hedges in ditches 15 or 20 yards below the mill house, though 
he owns the mill house and the land for 75 yards below the mill, as 
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“mill-seat” designates a well defined landmark—the dam and mill— 
and not the extent of the mill owner’s territorial possession in vHE 
vicinity. S. v. Sutton, 574. . 


5. Under this statute, the defendant is not prohibited from setting hedges 
on the sheeting of the mill, under the roof of his mill house and 
catching fish coming out of the pond, but he cannot interfere by such 
hedges with those which come up from the mouth of Bear Creek till 
stopped at the dam and mill-seat.. Jbid. 


6. The right of the General Assembly to regulate fisheries, even on private 
property, is settled. Jbid. 


‘FORECLOSURE OF MORTGAGE. See Mortgagor and Mortgage. 
FOREIGN CORPORATIONS. See Corporations. 


FORMER CONVICTION. 


The justice having no jurisdiction to try and convict the defendant after 
he had bound him to court, a plea of former conviction in the Superior 
Court was properly overruled, where the indictment alleged that there 
was serious damage, though the jury convicted of a simple assault 
merely. S. v. Lucas, 567. 


FRAUD. See Evidence. 


1. Upon the question of fraudulent concealment of funds, section 155 (9) 
of The Code, applies only where the ground of the action for relief is 
fraud or mistake and the statute runs from the discovery of the facts 
constituting the fraud or mistake and not from the discovery by a 
party of rights hitherto unknown to him. Bonner v. Stotesbury, 3. 


2, Where the defendant obtained possession of a mule in a trade with the 
plaintiff by false, fraudulent and deceitful representations, the plain- 
tiff may sue for damages for the false warranty, or repudiate the 

trade and sue to recover the specific property. Joyner v. Early, 49. . 


S. In an action by plaintiff, who was an illiterate man, to set aside a deed 
because it was obtained by fraud and without consideration, evi- 
dence that the defendant, an educated man and a physician, went to 
the plaintiff's premises, and representing that he had bought in an 
old mortgage debt, which plaintiff claimed had been paid, procured 
from the plaintiff, without any payment to him, the execution of a. 
deed which was written by the defendant and was different from 
what was represented, and the existence of the mortgage debt was 
not shown: Held, the case was properly submitted to the jury. Hodge 
v. Hudson, 358. | 


4, Where a defendant has made a promise to answer the debt of another 
and seeks protection under the provisions of section 1552 of The Code, 
-it must be shown that the debt is that of a third person, and that such 
person continues liable for the same. If the debt claimed is an 
original obligation of the defendant, or if the creditor, in accepting 
the obligation or promise of the defendant and in consideration 
tifereof, has released a third person who was the original debtor, the 
statute has no application. Sheppard v. Newton, 538. 
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5. The charge of the court on the question of fraudulent intent is correet 
within the ruling in S&S. vw. UcDonald, 13838 N. C., 690, which was more 
lenient to the defendant than it would have been had the bill been 
drawn as authorized by the amendment (Laws 1889, chapter 226) to 
section 1014. 8S. v. Dewey, 556. 


FREE TRADER. See Abandonment. 


While a safe test of the power of the wife to contract in regard to her 
separate property as a free trader, when abandoned by her husband, 
is her right to maintain an action for divorce for like cause; yet she 
is not required to wait six months (the time required to elapse before 
entitling her to bring an action for divorce) before she is permitted 
to make contracts. Vandiford v. Humphrey, 65. 


GUARANTY. 
Where the defendant, in reply to plaintiff’s letter of inquiry about W. 
stated that “we regard W. as a reliable and trustworthy gentleman 
with whom your samples and sales would be entirely safe, and doubly 
so as all tobaceo of yours that might be shipped would come direct to 
our warehouse, and payment for all such tobacco would be made by 
us to you for all sales”: Heid, the defendant’s demurrer on the ground 
that the letter did not constitute a guaranty was properly sustained. 
Hughes v. Warehouse Co., 158. 


GUARDIAN AD LITEM. See Guardian and Ward. 


GUARDIAN AND WARD. | 

1. The Superior Court has, independently of The Code, the power to ap- 
point a guardian ad tem for an infant defendant, and it may at any 
time during the progress of the cause, for sufficient reason looking to 
the proper protection of the infant’s interests, remove a guardian 
theretofore appointed and name some other person, and the clerk who 
acts as and for the court may do the same in special proceedings pend- 
ing before him. Carraway v. Lassiter, 145. 


2, In a special proceeding by an executor to sell lands, the clerk has power 
to appoint a guardian ad litem for an infant defendant where the 
executor was the general guardian of such infant. Ibid. 


3. Where a petition for license to sell land was filed on 12 October, and 
the clerk, on the 15th of the same month and before any summons was 
issued, made an order appointing a guardian ad litem, this was ir- 
regular, but the service of process upon the infant defendant and the 
guardian ad litem, followed by the filing of an answer by him, cured 
the irregularity in the order of appointment. Jbdid. 


4, The failure to appoint a guardian ad litem of a minor husband does not - 
affect the validity of a decree of sale of land, where such husband 
had no interest in the land, his wife having but a life estate. Jbid. 


HABEAS CORPUS. 
1. The writ of habeas corpus can never be made to perform the office of a 
writ of error or appeal. The investigation is confined to the ques-— 
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tion of jurisdiction or power of the judge to proceed as he did, and 
the merits of the controversy are not passed upon. Ke parte McCown, 
95. 


2. In habeas corpus proceedings, this Court is bound by the judge's find- 
ings of fact which were spread upon the record as required by the 
statute. Jbid. 


3. In direct contempts, the proceedings are generally of a summary char- 
acter and there is no right of appeal, the facts being stated in the 
committal, attachment or process and reviewable by habeas corpus, 
while in indirect contempts the proceedings are commenced by cita- 
tion or rule to show cause, with the right to answer and to be heard 
in defense, and also with the right of appeal. Jbid. 


HARMLESS ERROR. 
1. An exception to the admission of evidence which, if irrelevant, was 
harmless, is without merit. Board of Education v. Makely, 31. 


2. The expression of the trial judge in charging the jury, “If you believe 
from the evidence . . . ” is inexact and should be eschewed, yet 
the use of such language is not reversible error unless it clearly ap- 
pears that the appellant was probably prejudiced thereby. Merrell v.— 
Dudley, 57. 


3. In an action by the husband for mental anguish the admission of evi- 
dence of the privation and suffering of the wife and children would 
be reversible error but for the fact that in the charge the court with- 
drew it from the consideration of the jury. Dayvis v. Telegraph Co., 
79. 


4, It is not reversible error for the court to refuse to give an instruction 
in response to a prayer, where it appears that it was afterwards given 
by the court in its charge. Yarborough v. Hughes, 199. 


5. The court does not approve of issues which embody evidentiary facts 
instead of the ultimate facts to be found by the jury, but where no 
harm has come to the appellant by reason of this defect, it is not re- 
versible error. Jackson v. Telegraph Co., 347. 


6. Where a mistake of the court is not on any essential or controlling fea- 
ture of the case, it does not constitute reversible error. Hubanks v. 
Alspaugh, 520. 


7. The use of the word “plausible” was not excepted to and if it had been, 
the inadvertence, if any, was cured by the full, correct and explicit 
charge which was thereafter repeated. 8S. v. Dewey, 556. 


HIGHWAYS. See County Commissioners; Roads. 


HOMICIDE. See Excusable Homicide. 

1. Where it was material for the State to show that the prisoner fired the 
fatal shot, and several witnesses were introduced who swore posi- 
tively that when the fourth shot was fired the weapon was in the 
hands of the prisoner, while other witnesses testified that they did 
not see the pistol, and did not know in whose hands it was when the 
fourth shot was fired, an instruction that it was the jury’s duty to 
give to positive testimony greater weight than they give to negative 
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testimony, and that the testimony of the former witnesses was what 
the law terms positive, and that the testimony of the latter was nega- 
tive, was proper, where the judge followed it up by adding an instruc- 
tion that left the credibility of the witnesses to the jury. S. v. Mur- 
ray, 540. | 


2. Where the design to kill is formed with premeditation and delibera- 
tion, it is not necessary for it to exist any definite length of time be- 
fore the killing actually takes place. 8S. v. Daniel, 549. 


38. Where a prisoner who has killed a person displays thought, contriv- 
ance and design in the manner of securing and handling his weapon, 
such exercise of contrivance and design denotes deliberation—the 
exercise of judgment and reason rather than violent and ungovern- 
able passion. S. v. Daniel, 549. 


4. The existence of premeditation and deliberation is a fact to be found 
by the jury when there is any evidence to warrant the finding. Jbid. 


5. Where, without any provocation in law or in fact, the prisoner who is 
carrying a concealed and loaded weapon on an excursion train, takes 
it from his left pocket, transfers it behind his back to his right hand, 
raises it and points it at the deceased warning him to “look out” and 
then fires the fatal shot, and leaves the car singing a flippant song, 
Held, that this is sufficient evidence of premeditation and deliberation. 
Ibid. 


6. If the prisoner slew on a principle of revenge for a fancied wrong, 
which was very trivial in its nature, having made up his mind fully 
to kill te avenge it, he is guilty of the capital felony. Jbid. 


7 Where the defendant, while hunting on lands without written permis- 
sion of the owner, as required by statute, killed the deceased unin- 
tentionally, and the special verdict having found that the act in which 
the defendant was engaged was not in itself dangerous to human life 
and negatived all idea of negligence: Held, that the case is one of ex- 
cusable homicide as the offense was malum prohibiium. 8S. v. Horton, 


588. , 


8, Where the prisoner knew that the deceased was a deputy sheriff, and 
that he had a warrant for his arrest for a misdemeanor it was his 
duty to submit to arrest and in resisting it, with a gun in his hand, 
it is not open to him to say that he acted in self-defense and this is 
not affected by the fact that the officer was not justified in shooting 
him to make the arrest. S. v. Horner, 608. 


HUSBAND AND WIFE. See Abandonment; Divorce. 

1. While a safe test of the power of the wife to contract in regard to her 
separate property as a free trader, when abandoned by her husband, 
is her right to maintain an action for divorce for like cause; yet she 

' is not required to wait six months (the time required to elapse before 
entitling her to bring an action for divorce) before she is permitted 
to make contracts. Vandiford v. Humphrey, 65. 


3, The failure to appoint a guardian ad litem of a minor husband does not 
affect the validity of a decree of sale of land, where such husband had 
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no interest in. the land, his wife having but a life estate. Carraway 
v. Lassiter, 146. 


3. Where a conveyance is made to the husband and wife and three chil- 
dren, the husband and wife together are seized of one-fourth by. en- 
tireties, and the children of one-fourth each, and upon the death of 
the wife, the husband acquires the one-fourth by right of survivorship. 
(Dictum in Hampton v. Wheeler, 99 N. C., 222, corrected.) Darden 
v. Timberlake, 181. — 


INDICTMENT. See Eavesdropping. 

The justice having no jurisdiction to try and convict the defendant after 
he had bound him to court, a plea of former conviction in the Su- 
perior Court was properly overruled, where the indictment alleged 
that there was serious damage, though the jury convicted of a simple 
assault merely. 8S. », Lucas, 567. 


INFANTS. See Guardian and Ward: Unborn Children. 


INFORMANTS. 


The provision in chapter 125, Laws 1903, that the informant “shall receive 
one-half of the fine imposed’ is unconstitutional, and there was no 
error in refusing the petition of the informant for one-half of a fine 
imposed for selling liquor contrary to its provisions. S. v. Maultsby, 
5838. 


INJUNCTIONS. . 
1. While the owner of the inheritance, either by way of reversion or vested 
remainder, can maintain an action for waste, yet one entitled to a 
contingent remainder cannot maintain such an action, but the inter- 
est of a contingent remainderman in the timber will be protected by 

a court of equity by injunction. Latham v. Lumber Co., 9. 


2. The act of 1901, ch. 666, is not a limitation upon the power of the courts 
to continue injunctions until the controversy can be decided by court 
and jury, but was intended to preserve the timber upon lands in 
litigation pending the suit, and throws greater safeguards around the 
rights of litigants, and when the plaintiff satisfies the judge that his 
claim is bona fide, and that he can show an apparent title to the tim- 
ber, the judge should not dissolve the injunction, but continue it until 
the title can be fully determined. Moore v. Fowle, 51. 


3 On hearings for injunctions the title is not required to be proved with 
that strictness and certainty of proof as upon the trial. Moore v. 
Fowtle, 51. 


4, The fact that proceedings had been instituted before a highway commis-~ 
sion to acquire a right of way for a tramway or railway, and were 
pending in the Superior Court, does not prevent the court interfering 
by injunction with the construction of the proposed railway, where 
the result of that proceeding could not affect the plaintiff’s right to 
enjoin the defendants. Cozard v. Hardwood Co., 283. 


5. A citizen is not entitled to an injunction restraining a board of com- 
missioners from proceeding to erect a bridge across a river at a cer- 
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tain point, though there is no public highway leading to such point, 
where the court finds that the board has in contemplation the open- 
ing of a public road to such point, and that arrangements have been 
made for that purpose. Glenn v. Commissioners, 412. 


INSTRUCTIONS. 

1. In an action of ejectment an instruction that if the jury should find 
that plaintiff, and those under whom he claimed, had been in the ex- 
clusive, open, continuous and adverse possession of the land in con- 
troversy from 1880 to the bringing of the action they should answer 
the issue for the plaintiff, is erroneous, where the plaintiff failed to 
show any privity in respect to the locus in quo between himself and 
those whose possession preceded his. Jennings v. White, 28. 


2. In an action brought by plaintiffs for the purpose of having vacated 
and canceled a grant issued to the defendant, upon the ground that 
the land was not the subject of entry and grant, as it was swamp 
land, and was vested in the plaintiffs under section 2506 of The Code, 
an instruction that the jury must be satisfied by the greater weight 
of the evidence that the land described in the complaint is swamp land 
before they could find for the plaintiffs was proper, though the plain- 
tiffs were in possession of the land when the suit was commenced. 
Board of Education v. Makely, 31. 


3. Where a party requests the court to charge the jury that if they believe 
the evidence they should answer the issue in his favor, the adverse 
party is entitled to have the evidence considered most strongly in his 
favor, and all facts which it reasonably tends to prove for him must 
be considered established, and any part of the evidence which tends 
to disprove the contention must be taken as true, as in case of a de- 
murrer to evidence or motion to nonsuit, and where the evidence on. 
the issue was not all one way, the instruction was not a proper one. 


foid. 
4, The expression of the trial judge in charging the er “If you believe 
from the evidence . . . ” is inexact and should be eschewed, yet 


the use of such language is not reversible error unless it clearly ap- 
pears that the appellant was probably prejudiced thereby. Merrell v. 
Dudley, 5%. 


5. In an action for malicious prosecution, a charge that malice may be 
inferred by the jury from a want of probable cause and “other cir- 
cumstances’’ does not mean that both a want of probable cause as 
well as corroborating circumstances are required to prove malice 
Tbid. 

6. An instruction on the issue of abandonment under section 1832 of The 
Code, that if the husband, “at the time of the execution of the deed 
in question by his wife, did voluntarily leave his wife, desert her, 
prior to the time of the execution of the deed, with the intention of 
forsaking her entirely and never to return,” the jury should answer 
the issue “Yes,” was correct. Vandiford v. Humphrey, 65. 


7. It is not reversible error for the court to refuse to give an instruction - 
in response to a prayer, where it appears that it was afterwards. 
given by the court in its charge. Yarborough v. Hughes, 199. 
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8. 


10. 


11. 


12. 


15. 


14. 


15. 


Where two instructions are conflicting, they must necessarily have con- 

fused the jury, and, as it is impossible to tell upon which one the Jury 
acted, the appellant has just reason to complain. Pegram v. R. R., 
303. eo a we 


. An instruction that imposed only: one limitation upon the right of an 


~ employee to recover his employer’s property endangered by fire, viz., 
he must not act “recklessly,” is erroneous. Ibid. 


In an action for damages for death by. wrongful act, an. instruction 
that “whenever an adult has been killed and his. administrator brings 
suit . . . itis necessary for the administrator to show by affirm- 
ative evidence that the net earnings of the deceased exceeded his ex- 

' penditures, and tnless he has done that it is the duty of the jury to 
say that he is not entitled to recover anything,” is erroneous. Carter 
v. R. R., 499. ; 


The court cannot instruct the jury in any case, when death by the 
wrongful act of the defendant is shown, that upon any state of facts 
it is their duty to render a verdict against the plaintiff, as “‘the rea- 
sonable expectation of pecuniary advantage from the continuance of 
the life of the deceased,” is necessarily an inference of fact’ from all. 
of the evidence, and can only be drawn by the jury. Ibid. 


Where, before reading the written charge to the jury, the court stated 
orally that this was an important matter to the defendant and the 
State, and in arriving at a verdict they’ must not be governed or 
swayed by sympathy, prejudice or passion, but render such a verdict 
as is warranted by the evidence, there is nothing prejudicial to the 
defendant in this, nor is it a violation of section 414 of The Code, 
which requires a judge, when requested in apt time, to put his instruc- 
tions in writing. S. v. Dewey, 556. 


The word “instructions,” as used in section 414 of The Code, relates to 
the principles of law applicable to the case and which would influence 
the action of the jury, after finding the facts, in shaping their responses 
to the issues. Jbid. 


After the jury had been out some time they returned into court and 
said that they could not agree. The court “stated it was the duty of a 
juror to reconcile the testimony, where there was a conflict, and if 
they could not reconcile the testimony, then it became their duty to 
adopt the most plausible theory of the evidence in arriving at a ver- 
dict.” The jury then retired, and counsel for defendant called the 
attention of the court to what the defendant claimed was an error in 
leaving out the question of reasonable doubt and fraudulent intent. 
The court immediately called the jury back and restated to them 
what he had just told them, and further stated that the State must 
satisfy them beyond a reasonable doubt of the fraudulent intent, etc., 
and read, the second time, his charge and defendant’s instructions. 
Defendant excepted: Held, the above remarks, if oral, were not ‘‘in- 
structions” upon the law applicable to the facts of this case. Jbid. 


In an indictment under chapter 434, Laws 1903, for selling “drinks con- 
taining alcohol,” an instruction that the drink “must contain some 
appreciable amount of aleohol—such an amount as a man of ordinary 
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sense, reason and judgment would say that it had alcohol in it,” was 
not prejudicial to the defendant. S. v. Parker, 586. 


INSURANCE. See Corporations. 


1. A by-law of the defendant company which provided that any eines 
failing to pay his assessment within sixty days from date of notice 
(which date shall be the day of mailing said notice) shall forfeit 
all rights in the company, is subject to rebuttal on the part of the 
plaintiff by showing nonreceipt of notice, the defendant having prop- 
erly postpaid and addregsed the same. Sherrod v. Insurance Asso., 
167. | 


2, All contracts and by-laws of an incorporated society are made with 
reference to the general law, and they must conform to certain gen- 
eral requirements in respect to vested personal and property rights 
of members. Sherrod v. Insurance Asso., 167. 


3. The statute, which authorizes service of summons against nonresi- 
dent insurance companies upon the Commissioner of Insurance, does 
not abrogate or affect the suspension of the running of the statute in 
such cases. Green v. Insurance Co., 309. ; 


4, In an action for the wrongful cancellation of an assessment policy, 
where the plaintiff, becoming alarmed at the defendant’s ceasing to 
write assessment policies and the increasing annual assessments, 
ceased to pay, and the defendant canceled his policy, a judgment of 
nonsuit was proper where the plaintiff failed to show that his assess- 
ments were increased by reason of the defendant’s ceasing to write 
assessment insurance, or that he was discriminated against, and there 
was nothing in the charter or policy requiring the defendant to con- 
tinue writing assessment insurance. Ibid. 


5. Where the plaintiff voluntarily ceased payment and abandoned his pol- | 
icy he cannot ask damages for its cancellation. Ibid. 


6. In an action for the wrongful cancellation of a policy, the motive or 
the method of reasoning by which the plaintiff arrived at the con- 
clusion to abandon his policy was irrelevant. Jbdid. 


7. In an action for the wrongful cancellation of a policy, a question 
whether the plaintiff subsequently took out other insurance in lieu of 
that which he had abandoned was properly excluded. Jbid. 


8. The court seek to sustain and enforce contracts of mutual insurance 
companies, by looking to the substance and intention, rather than by 
adopting a technical or strained construction. Perry v. Insurance Co., 
374. . 


9. Where the members of mutual insurance companies have enjoyed the 
protection which membership affords, they cannot, after a loss has 
been sustained, withdraw and refuse to pay their portion of the loss. 
Ibid. 


10. The right of each policyholder in the defendant company is to have an 
assessment made to pay his loss, and he has no claim upon an amount 
paid to another policyholder. Jbid. 
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11. The plaintiff cannot hold the officers of the defendant association per- 
sonally Hable for his judgment against it, because they procured its 
dissolution and the formation of a new company. Ibid. 


12. The plaintiff may, by motion in the cause in which he obtained judg- 
ment, have an order directed to the defendant corporation to have the 
assessment made according to its charter and by-laws, and the court 
has power to enforce its performance by appropriate orders, Jbid. 


18. The provisions in the “Iron Safe Clause” of an insurance policy “(1) 
That the assured shall make an inventory ‘“‘within 30 days after the 
date of the policy,” and (2) that he shall keep a set of books “from 
the date of the inventory, as provided in the first section,” are not 
violated where the fire occurred within 23 days and before any inven- 
tory was taken or set of books kept, as the assured has the full 
period of 30 days after the date of the policy to make the inventory 
and a like period within which to comply with the provision as to. 
keeping a set of books, unless the inventory is sooner taken. Bray v. 
Insurance Co., 390. | 


14. Where a clause in an insurance policy is ambiguously worded or there. 
is doubt concerning its true meaning, it should be construed rather 
against its author than the assured, and any such doubt should be 
resolved in favor of the latter. Ibid. 


15. Where a cause of action is not against the defendant as a common 
carrier, but for that while the cotton was in a compress building be- 
longing to J., awaiting compression and shipment, it was burned by 
the negligence of the defendant, a contract between plaintiff and in- 
surance brokers, to which the insurance companies were not parties, 
to make an advance “pending collection from the carrier or other 
bailee,” has no application. Cunningham v. R. R., 427. 


16. The receipt executed by the plaintiffs for “amount of 500 bales of cot- 
ton burnt at compress,” and their letter acknowledging receipt of 
check “in settlement of our claim for total loss of 500 bales of cot- 
ton,” and expressing their appreciation of the “promptitude with 
which the underwriters settled the claim,” and their hope that the 
underwriters will be recouped a substantial portion of their loss,” 
negative any suggestion of a loan or advancement. Ibid. 


17. When the insurer against fire has paid the loss sustained it is subro- 
gated to the rights of the insured, and can alone, under section 177 of 
The Code, as the real party in interest, maintain an action against 
the wrongdoer, and this right to be subrogated is independent of sec- 
tion 44, chapter 54, Laws 1899, and it is immaterial whether the in- 
sured makes an actual assignment or not. Jbid. 

18. If, after knowledge of the payment of the loss by the insurer, the 
wrongdoer pays the damages sustained by the destruction of the 
property, such payment will not bar the action of the insurer to re- 
cover upon his subrogated right. oid. 


INTOXICATING LIQUORS. 
1. Chapter 484, Laws 1908, making it unlawful to sell any drink contain- 
ing alcohol, is not repealed by chapter 497, Laws 1905, which pro- 
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hibits the sale of spirituous, vinous or malt liquors or other intoxicat- 
ing drinks, and repeals all previous statutes in conflict. S. v. Parker, 
586. 


2. In an indictment under chapter 484, Laws 1903, for selling “drinks 

containing alcohol,” an instruction that the drink § ‘must contain some 

. appreciable amount of alecohol—such an amount as a man of ordinary 

» sense, reason and judgment would say that it had alcohol in it,’ was 
not prejudicial to the defendant. S. v. Parker, 586. 


38. Under the provisions of section 20, chapter 800, Laws 1905, providing 
that it shall be unlawful for any person to have in his possession 
more than two gallons of whiskey at any one time, and the posses- 
sion of a greater quantity shall be prima facie evidence that such per- 
son is engaged in the illegal sale of liquor, the Legislature only in- 
tended to give the possession of more than two gallons of whiskey evi- 
dential force on the charge of illegal sale, and did not intend to make 
the possession of such quantity of whiskey in itself a crime. S. v. 
McIntyre, 599. 


4. Quere: Whether it is in the power of the Legislature to make the 
mere ownership or possession of a given amount of whiskey in itself 
a crime. Ibid. | 


 § An agreement to deliver one-half gallon of whiskey, entered into by the 
defendant'in a city where the sale of liquor is prohibited, and receipt 
of the agreed price and delivery of the whiskey by the defendant 
within said city, in pursuance of the agreement, constitute a sale of 
liquor upon the part of the defendant within the prohibited terri- 
tory. S. v. Johnston, 640. 


ISSUES. 


1. There is no error in refusing to submit issues tendered by the appel- 
lant if he has the full benefit of them in those which are sub- 
mitted. Jackson »v. POCILOD Co., 348, 


2. The court does not approve of issues which embody ev identiary facts 
instead of the ultimate facts to be found by the jury, but where no 
harm has come to the appellant DY reason of this defect it is not re- 
versible error. Jbid. 


3. The issues arise upon the pleadings and not upon evidential facts, but — 
where there are no written pleadings it is the duty of the court to 
so frame the issues, after hearing the evidence, as to develop the 
whole case and to present to the jury the real issues of fact in dis- 
pute. Coze v. Singleton, 361. 


4. The refusal to submit issues tendered is no ground for exception, where 
the issues submitted fairly present to the jury the controverted ques- 
tions of fact. Cunningham v. R. R., 427. 


). In an action to recover on a specific contract for services rendered by 
‘plaintiff to her father, the proper issue as to amount of recovery is, 
“What sum, if any, is plaintiff entitled to recover?” Tussey v. Owen, 
457. 
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- 6, Where at the first trial of the Gase judgment was entered for the de- 
fendants and the plaintiff appealed, and a new trial was granted, and 
at the second trial the defendants again recovered, and in the judg- 
ment the plaintiff was taxed with all the costs of the defendants in the 
action except the costs of appeal: Held, the plaintiff’s exception to 
the judgment, upon the ground that he was not taxable with any of 
the costs of the first trial, was without merit; sections 525-6 and 540 
of The Code, relating to taxation of costs, refer to a final recovery 
upon the merits. Williams v. Hughes, 17. 


7. A consent judgment, providing that the defendant has an equity to re- 

deem the land upon the payment to the plaintiff of $600 on or before 
1 October next, and if this payment is made on or before that day the 
plaintiff will convey said land to the defendant, but in case of failure 
to pay within the time limited, the defendant shall stand absolutely 
debarred and foreclosed of and from any and all equity or other es- 
tate, established the relation of mortgagor and mortgagee, and, not- 
withstanding the provision of strict foreclosure, that relation con- 
tinued. to exist after the day of forfeiture ; and under section 152 (3) 
of The Code ten years possession of the defendant, sea default, bars 
the plaintiff. Bunn v. Braswell, 135. 2 ; 


8. The fact that litigation was pending in regard to the title to a portion 

| of the land sold, and that by reason thereof, and the pendency of a 
caveat, persons were restrained from bidding for the land, would not 
constitute ground for setting the judgment, etc., aside; such matters 
could only be considered in a separate action to attack the proceeding 
and sale for fraud. Carraway v. Lassiter, 145. 


9. In a proceeding by an administrator to sell lands for assets the clerk 
‘made an order of sale in February, 1897, and upon the clerk’s. min- 
utes appears an entry of appeal by defendants (heirs at law), The 
land was sold in April, and sale confirmed in May, 1897, and the 

_ cause appears for the first time on civil issue docket at January Term, 
1899: Held, that a judgment declaring the sale void pending the ap- 
peal, and directing a resale, was error, as the appeal was abandoned. 
Love v. Love, 363. 


10. There is no law or practice which will permit a tender of judgment of 
ene dollar as nominal damages as an aid to a defective demurrer. 
Hall v. Telegraph Co., 369. 


11. Where the record discloses that a case was conducted throughout as 
an adversary proceeding, and judgment was entered after full and 
due inquiry into the facts, the decree is not a consent degree. Bidwell 
v, Bidwell, 402. 


12. In an action for divorce, where neither party has a domicile in the State 
of the forum, such court having no jurisdiction of the subject-matter 
of the controversy, a decree of divorce is void, though both parties 
may have appeared and voluntarily submitted themselves to the jur- 
isdiction of the court. Ibid. 


"48. Where an action for divorce is instituted and the decree obtained in 
the State of the plaintiff’s domicile, and the defendant has been served 


585 


INDEX. 


ISSUES—Continued. 
with process within the jurisdiction of the forum, or has voluntarily 
appeared and answered, a decree in such case is valid, both in rem 
and in personam, and will bind and conclude the parties everywhere. 
Toid. 


JUDICIAL SALES. See Purchasers for Value. 
1. In the absence of fraud, a purchaser at a judicial sale is only required 
to see that the court has jurisdiction of the person and the subject- 
matter for his protection. Carraway v. Lassiter, 145. 


2. Where a complaint alleges that the plaintiff, at a sale by a commis- 
sioner to make assets, purchased, at a certain price per acre, a tract. 
of land, the commissioner representing that said land contained 416 
acres, and bids being asked for at so much per acre, and paid for 416 
acres, and subsequently ascertained that the tract contained only 
820 acres: Held, that a cause of action is set up, in seeking to cor- 
rect an overpayment by reason of an error in calculating the amount 
due, when there is no laches shown as to the purchaser and no change 
of condition, by reason of which correction would work a prejudice 
to those for whose interest the land was sold. Peacock v. Barnes, 196. 


8. There is no implied warranty in the sale of real estate when made 
otherwise than by judicial decree, either as to quantity, title or en- 
cumbrance, and the cases in which the courts have relieved the pur- 
chaser at a judicial sale, by reason of a defect of title or shortage, 
have been usually instances in which such matters have been called 
to the attention of the court prior to confirmation and payment, and 
while the sale was under the control of the court. Jbid. 


JURISDICTION. ; . 
1. In an action for rent, begun before a justice of the peace, where the 
defendant denied plaintiff’s title and lease, the justice properly dis- 

missed the action. Hudson v. Hodge, 308. . 


2, In an action for divorce, where neither party has a domicile in 
the State of the forum, such court having no jurisdiction of the sub- 
ject-matter of the controversy, a decree of divorce is void, though 
both parties may have appeared and voluntarily submitted themselves 
to the jurisdiction of the court. Bidwell v. Bidwell, 402. 


3. Where an action for divorce is instituted and the decree obtained in the 
State of the plaintiff's domicile, and the defendant has been served 
with process within the jurisdiction of the forum, or has. voluntarily 
appeared and answered, a decree in such case is valid, both in rem 
and in personam, and will bind and conclude the parties everywhere. 
Ibid. 


4. The owner of an equitable title may sue in a justice’s court for the. re- 
covery of crops. Walker vw, Miller, 448. 


5. In an action to establish a lost deed, the record of which was also de- 
stroyed, a motion to dismiss, upon the ground that the action should 
have been brought before the clerk under section 56 of The Code, was 
properly refused, as that section is an enabling act, giving an addi- 
tional, but not exclusive, remedy. Jones v. Ballou, 526. 
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6. Where a justice of the peace heard a warrant charging the defendant 
with an assault, with serious damage, and adjudged that the aecused 
give bond for his appearance, and his bond was executed and ac- 
cepted by the justice, the latter’s power and jurisdiction ceased, and 
his attempt to reverse his decision the next day and fine the defend- 
ant was a nullity. S. v. Lucas, 567. 


JURORS. See Verdict, Impeachment of; Eminent Domain. 


JUSTICES OF THE PEACE. 


1. The failure of a justice of the peace to sign the return to notice of ap- 
peal does not vitiate the proceedings in the Superior Court, where the 
appellant had given notice of appeal and paid the justice’s fee, and 
the appellee made no motion for any purpose, but made a general ap- 

pearance in the Superior Court at the trial, in person and by attorney. 
Hawks v. Hall, 176. 


2, If the justice fails to discharge his duty to make his “return of ap- 
peal,” he may be compelled to do so by attachment, and if the return 
be defective, the judge may direct a further or amended return. 
Ibid. : 


8. In an action for rent, begun before a justice of the peace, where the 
defendant denied plaintiff’s title and lease, the justice properly dis- 
missed the action. Hudson v. Hodge, 308. 


4. The owner of an equitable title may sue in a justice’s court for the 
recovery of crops. Walker v. Miller, 448. 


d. Where a justice of the peace heard a warrant charging the defendant 
with an assault, with serious damage, and adjudged that the accused 
give bond for his appearance, and his bond was executed and ac- 
cepted by the justice, the latter’s power and jurisdiction ceased, and 
his attempt to reverse his decision the next day and fine the defend- 
ant was a nullity. 8S. v. Lucas, 567. 


6. There is no authority given to a justice of the peace to grant a new 
trial in a criminal case after he has made a final disposition of it. 
Ibid. 


7. The justice having no jurisdiction to try and convict the defendant after 

he had bound him to court, a plea of former conviction in the Superior 

- Court was properly overruled, where the indictment alleged that there 

was serious damage, though the jury convicted of a simple assault 
merely. Jbid. 


LATENT AMBIGUITY. 


A deed made to “Jas. Webb, Jr., & Bro.,” a partnership name and style 
adopted by the distributees and legatees of the deceased partners, is 
valid, though the partners are not named in the deed, it being a latent 
ambiguity, which may be explained by parol. Walker v. Miller, 448. 


LAWS. See Code, The; Legislature ; Constitutional Law. 


1874-5, ch. 184. Tax Title. Smith v. Proctor, 324. 
1885, ch. 147. Connor Act. Hinton v. Moore, 47. 
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1885, ch. 401. Injunctions. Moore v. Fowle, 52. 
1887, ch. 46. Cartways and Tramways. Cozard v. A ardwood Co. 286- 
. 295. —— 
1889, ch. 226. Embezzlement. 8S. v. Dewey, 563. 
' 1891, ch. 302. Grants. Board of Hducation v. Makely, 38. 
1891, ch. 465. Descriptions. Moore v. Fowle, 52. 
1893, ch.’ 6. Cloud on Title. Jones v. Ballou, 527. 
1893, ch. 458. Assignments. Pritchard v. Mitchell, 56. 
1895, ch. 224. Limitation of Action. Stack v. R. R., 368. 
1897 (Priv.), ch. 56. Fellow-Servant Act. Mabry v. R. R., 889. 
1897 (Priv.), ch. 56. Fellow-Servant Act. Biles v. R. R., 531. | 
— 1899, ch. 54, sec. 62. Insurance Companies. Green v. Ins. Co., 310. 
1899, ch. 54, sec. 44. Insurance Policy. Cunningham v. R. R., 484. 
_ 1899, ch. 164. Corporation Com. Corp. Com. v. R. R., 129. 
1901, ch. 5. Insurance Companies. Green v. Ins. Co., 310. 
1901, ch. 410. Hunting Without Consent. S. vw. Horton, 589. 
1901, ch. 550, sec. 9. Permanent Roll. Clark v. Statesville, 496. 
1901, ch. 666. Injunctions. Moore v. Fowle, 52. 
1901, ch. 750, sec. 3. Election Law. Clark v. Statesville, 490. | 
1903, ch. 125. Fine Divided with Informant. S. v. Maultsby, 585. 
1903, ch. 125. Intoxicating Liquors. 8. v. McIntyre, 600. 
— 1908, ch. 272. Vacant Lands. Johnson v. Wescott, 29. 
1903, ch. 434. Drinks Containing Alcohol. &. v. Par ker, 586. 
1905, ch. 210. Highway Commission. Cozeard v. Hardwood Co., 286. 
1905, ch. 259.. Road Law of Hertford. S. v. Holloman, 648. 
1905, ch. 292. Fish and Fisheries. Daniels v. Homer, 220-268. 
1905, ch. 867. Venue of Actions. Against Railroads. Propst v. R. R., 
398. 
1905, (Priv.), ch. 375. Statesville Bonds. Clark v. Statesville, 490-8. 
1905 (Priv.), ch. 898. Charter of Creedmoor. 8. v. Jones, 614-22-30. 
1905, ch. 497. Intoxicating Drinks. 8S. v. Parker, 587. 
1905, ch. 588, sec. 74. Emigrant Agents. Lane v. Comrs., 444. 
1905, ch. 800. Possession of Liquors. 8. v. McIntyre, 600. 
1905, ch. 824. Fishing. S. v. Sutton, 575. 


LEGACIES. See Wills. 


LEGISLATURE. See Constitutional Law; Acts: Code, The. 


1. The power to attach for a certain class of contempts being inherent 
in the courts and essential to their existence and the due perform- 
ance of their functions, the Legislature cannot, as to them, deprive 
the courts of this power or unduly interfere with its exercise. Hz 
parte McCown, 95. 

2, The Legislature has the power to supervise, regulate and control the 
rates and conduct of common carriers, and this regulation may be 
exercised either directly or through a commission. Corporation Com- 
mission v. R. R., 126. 


3. There is no individual or property right of fishery in the waters of 
Albemarle and Pamlico Sounds, but such right rests in the State, and 
is subject absolutely to such regulations as the General Assembly 
may prescribe, and can be exercised only at such times and by such 
methods as it may see fit to permit. Daniels v. Homer, 219. 
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4, The right of the General essing to enn fisheries, even on private 
property, is settled. S. v. Sutton, 574. | 


5. The Legislature has power to give “penalties,’’ which must be sued for, 
either wholly or in part, to whomsoever shall sue for the same, and 
only the clear proceeds of such as accrue to the State go to the school. 
fund under the provision of Article IX, section 5, of the Constitution. 
S. v. Maulisby, 588. 


6. The Legislature has complete power to regulate the highwaya in the 
State, and may prescribe what vehicles may be used on them, with a 
view to the safety of passengers over them and the preservation of 
the roads, and this power may be conferred upon local governing 
agencies, and its being put into effect can be made dependent upon 
the action of the board of supervisors. S. v. Holloman, 642. 


%. It is for the Legislature to prescribe by what methods the roads shall 
be worked and kept in repair—whether by labor, by taxation of prop- 
erty or by funds raised from license taxes, or by a mixture of two 
or more of these methods—and this may vary in different counties 
and localities. Ibid. 





LESSOR AND LESSEE. See Railroads. 


LIEN BONDS. 

1. A contract by the defendant to deliver to the plaintiff lien bonds for an 
amount sufficient to secure the payment of his notes vests in the plain- 
tiff, as against the defendants, title to five lien bonds actually deliv- 

ered in pursuance of said contract, though no specific bonds were 
mentioned and two of those delivered had not been executed at the 
date of the contract. Chemical Co. v. McNair, 326. 


2. By the assignment of a lien bond the assignee acquires right and title 
to the account, for securing the payment of which the bond was given. 
Ibid. 

8. Where the defendants are fixed with the receipt of the identical money 

paid on accounts secured by lien bonds which had been assigned to 
the plaintiff, the plaintiff can recover the amounts thus coming into 
the defendant’s possession. Ibid. 


4, Where C. agreed to sell the guano of QO. and deliver to O. notes of the 
planters to whom he sold, to be held by O. as collateral security, and. 
that all proceeds of guano sold were to be held by C. in trust for the 
payment of his notes, O. is entitled to the proceeds of the notes paid 
to the defendants as against the plaintiff, to whom the lien bonds se- 
curing said notes were assigned, though the plaintiff had no notice of 
O.’s claim. Ibid. 


LIFE ESTATES. See Adverse Possession. 


LIMITATION OF ACTIONS. 
1. Upon the question of fraudulent concealment of ponds. section 155 (9) 
of The Code applies only where the ground of the action for relief 
is fraud or mistake, and the statute runs from the discovery of the 
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LIMITATION OF ACTIONS—Continued. 


facts constituting the fraud or mistake and not from the discovery by 
a party of rights hitherto unknown to him. Bonner v. Stotesbury, 3. 


2. A consent judgment, providing that the defendant has an equity to re- 
deem the land upon the payment to the plaintiff of $600 on or be- 
fore 1 October next, and if this payment is made on or before that 
day the plaintiff will convey said land to the defendant, but in case 
of failure to pay within the time limited, the defendant shall stand 
absolutely debarred and foreclosed of and from any and all equity or 
other estate, established the relation of mortgagor and mortgagee, 
and, notwithstanding the provision of strict foreclosure, that relation 
continued to exist after the day of forfeiture, and under section 
152 (8) of The Code ten years possession of the defendant, after de- 
fault, bars the plaintiff. Bunn v. Braswell, 135. 


3. When the trustee, in an active trust, is barred by the statute of limi- 
tations, the cestuis que trustent are also barred. Kirkman v. Holland, 
185. 


4, Where. property was conveyed in trust for M. during her life, with _ 
power of appointment, and on her failure to make the appointment in | 
trust to surrender and deliver up said property to such child, ete, 
as may be living at her death, and M. died in 1908: Held, that posses- 
sion by the defendant of said property since 1856, claiming to own 
the same in fee simple, under a deed from W., who had no title, is 
adverse to the trustee and bars the plaintiffs, who are the child and 
grandchild of M. Ibid. : | 


5. Under section 162 of The Code the statute of limitations does not run 
in favor of a nonresident, whether it is an individual or a corpora- 
tion. Green v. Insurance Co., 309. 


6. The statute, which authorizes service of summons against nonresident 
insurance companies upon the Commissioner of Insurance, does not 
abrogate or affect the suspension of the running of the statute in such 
eases. Lbid. 


7. In an action against a railroad for wrongfully ponding water by per- 
manent structure, the cause of action is barred by the statute of limi- 
tations if any substantial injury was done to the land prior to five 
years next before action brought, under Laws. 1895, ch. 224. Stack v. 
R. R., 366. 


. &. In an action of ejectment, where plaintiff showed possession out of the 
State by a registered grant made in 1822, and mesne conveyances to 
themselves, with evidence of possession in 1866 and 1867, and from 
1889 to 1896, a motion to nonsuit was properly denied, where the 
action was brought in 1902 and the defendant’s possession under 
color did not become exclusive until 1896. Lindsay v. Austin, 463. 


9, In an action of ejectment where, at the date of a grant from the State 
to the defendant, the plaintiffs had failed to show title out of the 
State, either by possession or grant, and also failed to show seven 
years possession under color of title since the date of that grant, the 
court erred in refusing to nonsuit the plaintiffs. Jbid. | 


LOCAL AGENTS. See Service of Process. 
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MALICIOUS PROSECUTIONS. 


In an action for malicious prosecution the declarations of defendant at 
. the time he sued out the warrant of arrest and accompanying that 
act, are competent as part of the res geste, and also as corroborative 
testimony. Merrell v. Dudley, 57. 


MALUM IN SE. See Offenses. 
MALUM PROHIBITUM. See Offenses. 


MANDAMUS. 


1. Where the plaintiff’s stock has been wrongfully sold, after a legal tender, 
he is entitled to a mandamus for the issue to him of his certificate 
of stock upon payment of the amount due on the stock, with interest 
to the date of tender, and cost of advertisement. Wilson v. Telephone 
Co., 895. 


2. The plaintiff is not entitled to a mandamus commanding the board of 
commissioners to repair the bridge. Glenn v. Commissioners, 412. 


MARRIAGE. See Divorce. 


MASTER AND SERVANT. See Principal and Agent; Railroads; Negligence; 
Fellow-Servant Act; Assumption of Risk. 


1. Where the servant does a wrong to a third person the rule respondeat 
superior applies, and the master must answer for the tort, if it was 
committed in the course and scope of the servant’s employment and 
in furtherance of the master’s business. Jackson v. Telephone Co., 
347, _ 


2. A servant is acting in the course of his employment when he is engaged 
in that which he was employed to do, and is at the time about his 
master’s business. He is not acting in the course of his employment 

if he is engaged in some pursuit of his own. Ibid. 


3. A finding that the defendant, by its servant, caused the plaintiff to be 
unlawfully arrested for the purpose of putting him out of the way, 
so that its agents and servants might erect its poles on his land, makes 
the defendant liable therefor. Jbid. 


4. One effect of the Fellow-servant Act (chapter 57, Private Laws 1897) 
is to abolish, so far as railroads are concerned, the doctrine known 
as the Fellow-servant Doctrine, and make the company responsible 
for the negligent acts of its employees in the course of their sevice 
or employment, when, by reason of such negligence, a fellow-servant 
or other employee is injured. Mabry v. R. R., 388. 


5. Where a rule is habitually violated to the knowledge of the employer, 
or where a rule has been violated so frequently and openly, and for. 
such a length of time, that the employer could, by the exercise of ordi- 
nary care, have ascertained its nonobservance, the rule is considered 
as waived or abrogated. Biles v. R. R., 528. 


MENTAL ANGUISH. See Telegraphs; Damages. 


MILL-SEAT. See Fish and Fisheries. 


A “mill-seat’” means the millhouse, dam and appurtenances used for oper- 
ating the mill by water power, and the ground upon. which they stand. 
S. v. Sutton, 574, 
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MISJOINDER OF PARTIES. 

Where the complaint did not set out any cause of action in favor of one 
of the plaintiffs, the court properly allowed such plaintiff to submit 
to a nonsuit, it being simply a case of misjoinder of parties plaintiff, 
which may be corrected by taxing him with such costs as are in- 
curred by the misjoinder. Pritchard v. Mitchell, 54. 


MISTAKE. See Reformation and Correction; Limitation of Actions. 


MORTGAGOR AND MORTGAGEE. 

1. A consent judgment, providing that the defendant has an equity to re- 
deem the land upon the payment to the plaintiff of $600 on or before 1 
October next, and if this payment is made on or before that day the 
plaintiff will convey said land to the defendant, but in case of failure 
to pay within the time limited, the defendant shall stand absolutely 
debarred and foreclosed of and from any and all equity or other es- 
tate, established the relation of mortgagor and mortgagee, and, not- 
withstanding the provision of strict foreclosure, that relation con- 
tinued to exist after the day of forfeiture, and under section 152 (3) 
of The Code ten years possession of the defendant, after default, bars 
the plaintiff. Bunn v. Braswell, 135, 


2, Where a demurrer, in a proceeding for foreclosure upon the ground 
that the mortgagor, who had assigned his equity of redemption, was 
not made a party, was sustained, but no order was made directing 
him to be made a party, or dismissing the action for failure to do so, 
no appeal lies at this stage, even if such order is prejudicial. Bernard 
vo, Shemwell, 446. 


8. A mortgagor who, since the execution of the mortgage, hag parted with 
his interest in the premises by an absolute conveyance, retaining no 
longer the equity of redemption, is not a necessary defendant in fore- 
closing the mortgage. Jbid. 


MOTION IN THE CAUSE. 

The plaintiff may, by motion in the cause in which he obtained judgment, 
have an order directed to the defendant corporation to have the as- 
sessment made according to its charter and by-laws, and the court 
has power to enforce its performance by appropriate orders. Perry 
v. Insurance Co., 375. 


MOTION TO DISMISS. — 
1. Upon. a motion to dismiss an action for want of service the complaint 
is not properly before the court. Higgs v. Sperry, 299. 


2. Upon a motion to dismiss an action for want of service the judge should 
find the facts, and not simply that all of the facts set out in the sev- — 
eral affidavits are true. Jbid. 


3. Where the exceptions are separately stated and numbered, but are not 
brought together at the end of the case, a motion by the appellee to 
affirm will be denied, if the error intended to be assigned is plainly 
apparent. Aicks v. Kenan, 337. 


4, A motion to dismiss an appeal will be allowed where the case. was tried 
in October, 1904, and not docketed until the Fall Term, 1905; the ap- 
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MOTION TO DISMISS—Continued. 
pellant’s excuse that the “case on appeal” was not settled by the judge 
till after it was too late to docket at the Spring Term in time for the 
call of the district to which it belongs, being of no force. S. v. Tel- 


a -ad 


fair, 555. 


MUNICIPAL CORPORATIONS. See Eminent Domain. 
1. The charter of Creedmoor (chapter 398, Private Laws 1905), with 
reference to condemnation of streets, which provides for notice when 
the landowner’s property is to. be appraised and his compensation 
fixed, is valid, though it makes no provision for notifying him of con- 
templated action by the commissioners. 8S. v. Jones, 613. 


NS) 


The provision of the charter of Creedmoor that one of the appraisers 
shall be appointed by the commissioners, and giving the landowner 
the right to appoint one, and those two shall select a third, with a 
right of appeal to the Superior Court, is valid, though it omits to pro- 

vide for the appointment of an appraiser if the landowner refuses 
and though ail the appraisers are freeholders of the town. Jbdid. 


3. AS soon as the commissioners, in the exercise of the powers delegated 
to them, appropriated the land to a public street, they had the right 
to enter and open it without awaiting the payment of damages. Ibid. 


' 4, The requirement that the report of appraisers shall lie in the mayor’s 
office for ten days for purpose of investigation and appeal, and that 
unless an appeal is taken from such report “the land so appraised 
shall stand condemned for the use of the town, and the price fixed 
shall be paid,” ete., applies only to the procedure for fixing the price to 
be paid, and means that if no appeal is taken from the appraised value 
the land shall stand condemned at such value, and the appeal does 
not postpone the right of entry. Jbdid. 


MURDER. See Homicide. 
NEGATIVE TESTIMONY. See Positive and Negative Testimony. 


NEGLIGENCE. See Railroads; Rules of Employer; Assumption of Risk; 
Contributory Negligence; Fellow-Servant Act; Master and Servant; 
Carriers. | 


1. Where goods arrived at destination on Tuesday and were placed upon 
defendant’s wharf (which is not enclosed, but is covered by a tin 
shed) according to local usage, and plaintiffs were immediately noti- 
fied of their arrival, were given time to remove them, and paid the 
freight and removed a part of the same to their place of business on 
Wednesday, and on that night said goods were damaged by a wind and 
snowstorm: Held, that these facts do not amount to actionable negli- 
gence. Stone v. Steamship Co., 198. 


2. While neither usage nor custom, as a general rule, will sanction or ex- 
cuse an act which the law condemns as negligent, it is pertinent evi- 
dence on the question whether there has been negligence in a given 
ease. Ibid. 

3. In an action by the plaintiff to recover damages for the death of his in- 
testate, the burden is upon the plaintiff to show that the defendant’s 
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NEGLIGENCE—Continued. ‘ 
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10... 


11. 


alleged negligence proximately caused the intestate’s death and fis 
proof must be of such a character as reasonably to warrant the in- 
ference of the fact required to be established, and not merely sufficient 
to raise a surmise or conjecture as to the existence of the essential 
fact. Byrd v. Haepress Co., 278. 


In an action to recover damages for the death of plaintiff's intestate, 
alleged to have been caused by the negligence of the defendant in fail- 

ing to forward a package of medicine for the intestate, who was ill 
with typhoid fever, where the attending physician testified that he 

believed the chances of recovery would have been better had the 
medicine been received in time and taken according to directions, and 
that was as far as he could go, and that the medicine was needful 
and necessary, a motion to nonsuit was properly allowed, as the evi- 
dence does not tend to show that the failure to receive the medicine 
caused the intestate’s death. Ibid. 


. When the employer’s property is set on fire by the negligence of another, 


the employee may attempt to rescue it, but not in the presence of ob- 
vious danger, and if he exposes himself rashly to obvious danger, 
solely to rescue property, he cannot recover if he is injured in his at- 
tempt. Pegram v. R. R., 308. 


. Proof that the intestate had escaped from a burning building would 


absolve the defendant from liability for his death, unless the plain- 
tiff replies by showing that his intestate reéntered the burning build- 
ing for the purpose of saving his employer’s property, and that at the 
time he did so a reasonably prudent person might well have done the 
same thing. Jbid. 


. An instruction that imposed only one limitation upon the right of an 


employee to recover his employer’s property endangered by fire, viz., 
he must not act “recklessly,” is erroneous. Ibid. 


. Although a carrier has no knowledge of the contents of trunks, which 


contain samples, yet some care at least should be taken of the trunks 
after they arrive at their destination, and it has no right to leave 
them for three days on the platform of its, depot exposed to the 
weather. Trouser Co. v. R. R., 382. 


. The North Carolina Railroad Company is responsible for actionable 


negligence of the Southern Railway Company, done in the operation 
of the road under the former’s lease and in the exercise of its fran- 
chise. Mabry v. R. R., 388. 


One effect of the Fellow-servant Act (chapter 57, Private Laws 1897) 
is to abolish, so far as railroads are concerned, the doctrine known 
as the Fellow-servant Doctrine, and make the company responsible 
for the negligent acts of its employees in the course of their service. 
or employment when, by reason of such negligence, a fellow-servant 
or other employee is injured. Jbdid. 


In an action for damages for an injury from a collision with defend- 


ant’s train, the burden of proof was upon the plaintiff to show that 
the alleged negligence of the engineer in not stopping his train sooner 
than he did was not only the cause, but the proximate cause of the 
‘injury. Kearns v. R. R., 470. 
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NEGLIGENCE—Continued. 


12. Evidence that the plaintiff, driving his horse and buggy, crossed the 
defendant’s track, and after he had gotten across and when distant 
from fifteen to forty feet, and about the time the engine passed the 
crossing, the horse began to back and continued backing, and backed 
into the cars; that the engineman was looking out at the plaintiff and 
slackened the speed of the train, which was going very slowly, and 
after the plaintiff’s buggy struck it stopped very quickly, in fifteen 
feet of the crossing, according to one witness, and within two or three 
car lengths, according to the plaintiff: Held, that the plaintiff failed 
to make out a case of actionable negligence. Jbid. 


13. In an action for damages for death by wrongful act, an instruction 
that “whenever an adult has been killed and his administrator brings 
suit . . . itis necessary for the administrator to show by affirma- 
tive evidence that the net earnings of the deceased exceeded his ex- 
penditures, and unless he has done that it is the duty of the jury to say 
that he is not entitled to recover anything,” is erroneous. Carter v. 
R. R., 499. 


14. While the mere working on, in the presence of known and dangerous 
conditions, but in the honest effort to discharge his duty faithfully, 
usually treated under the head of assumption of risk, shall not be 
considered in bar of the plaintiff’s recovery, this does not at all mean 
that in cases against railroads, from injuries from defective appli- 
ances, the plaintiff is absolved from all care on his own part. Biles 
v. R. R., 528. 


NEGOTIABLE INSTRUMENTS. See Nonnegotiable Instruments. 


1. In an action on a note it is error to hold that the mere introduction 
of the note, with the name of an endorsee written on the back, is 
evidence of its endorsement by such endorsee, so as to vest the legal 
title in the plaintiff and cut off any defenses against the endorsee, as 
the signature of the endorsers, where endorsement is required to vest 
the legal title, must be proved. Tyson v. Joyner, 69. 


2. In an action on a note, the mere introduction of the note raises a pre- 
sumption that the holder is only the equitable owner, and it is subject 
to any equities or other defenses of the maker against prior holders. 
Toid. 


3. A note payable to order must be specially endorsed by the payee (and 
prior endorsees, if any), to the holder, or at least in blank, to make 
him its legal owner and the bona fide holder of a title good against 
prior equities of which he is not shown to have had notice. Jbid. 


NONNEGOTIABLE INSTRUMENTS. 


1. By the assignment of a lien bond the assignee acquires right and title 
to the account for securing the payment of which the bond was given. 
Chemical Co. v. McNair, 326. 


2. Notice to the debtor of the assignment of a nonnegotiable instrument is 
necessary to protect the assignee from the effect of a payment to 
the original creditor, but such notice is not necessary to the validity 
of the assignment as between the assignor and assignee. Jbdid. 


595 


INDEX. 





NONNEGOTIABLE INSTRUMENTS—Continued. 


3. Where the defendants are fixed with the receipt of the identical money 
paid on accounts secured by lien bonds which had been assigned to 
the plaintiff, the plaintiff can recover the amounts thus coming into 
the defendants’ possession. Ibid. 


NONRESIDENTS. 
Under section 162 of The Code the statute of limitations does not run in 
favor of a nonresident, whether it is an individual or a corporation. 
Green v. Insurance Co., 309. 


NONSUIT. 

1. Where the complaint did not set out any cause of action in favor of 
one of the plaintiffs, the court properly allowed such plaintiff to sub- 
mit to a nonsuit, it being simply a case of misjoinder of parties plain- 
tiff, which may be corrected by taxing him with such costs as are 
incurred by the misjoinder. Pritchard v. Mitchell, 54. 


2. In an action for the wrongful cancellation of an assessment policy, 
where the plaintiff, becoming alarmed at the defendant’s ceasing to 
write assessment policies and the increasing annual assessments, 
ceased to pay, and the defendant canceled his policy, a judgment of 
nonsuit was proper where the plaintiff failed to show that his as- 
sessments were increased by reason of the defendant’s ceasing to 
write assessment insurance or that he was discriminated against, and 
there was nothing in the charter or the policy requiring the defend- 
ant to continue writing assessment insurance. Green v. Insurance 


Co., 309. 


3. It is the duty of the judge to nonsuit when the evidence is not legally 
sufficient to justify a verdict for the plaintiff. Kearns v. R. R., 470. 


4, On.a motion for nonsuit or its counterpart, the direction of-a verdict, 
the evidence of the plaintiff must be accepted as true, and construed 
in the light most favorable for him. Biles v. R. R., 328. 


NOTES AND BONDS. See Negotiable Instruments. 
NOTICE TO PRODUCE PAPERS. See Documentary Evidence. 


OFFENSES. 
An offense malum in se is one which is naturally evil, as murder, theft 
and the like. Offenses at common law are generally malum im se. 
An offense malum prohibitum, on the contrary, is not naturally evil, 
but becomes so in consequence of being forbidden. S: v. Horton, 588. 


OFFICERS. See Corporations. 


PAROL EVIDENCE. 

1. A deed from a trustee which not only refers to the deed of trust as con- 
taining the land the trustees sold, but goes on with a full description 
as follows: “A tract of land up the Mill Pond Road of 60 acres, 
more or less, being all said W. owned adjoining R. and others’ lands,” 
is sufficient to pert parol evidence in aid of uhe description. Hinton 


wv. Moore, 44. 
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PAROL EVIDENCE—Continued. 

2. The Connor Act (Laws 1887, ch. 47) applies both a lost and unlost 
deeds executed after 1 December, 1885, and there was no error in re- 
jecting parol evidence to show that plaintiff’s grantor deeded the 
land in controversy to W. in 1891, and that said deed had been lost be- 
fore registration, where plaintiff was a purchaser for value of said 
title under registered conveyances. Ibid. 


3. A deed made to “Jas. Webb, Jr., & Bro.,” a partnership name and style 
adopted by. the distributees and legatees of the deceased partners, is 
valid, though the partners are not named in the deed, it being a latent 
ambiguity which may be explained by parol. Walker v. Miller, 448. 


PARTIES. 

1. A mortgagor who, since the execution of the mortgage, has parted with 
his interest in the premises by an absolute conveyance, retaining no 
longer the equity of redemption, is not a necessary defendant in fore- 
closing the mortgage. Bernard v. Shemuwell, 446. 


2. The court may, at any time before or after judgment, direct other per- 
sons to be made parties to the end that substantial justice be done. 
Walker v. Miller, 448. 


PARTNERSHIP. 
1. The death of a partner, in the absence of any stipulation in the ar- 
ticles of copartnership to the contrary, works an immediate dissolu- 
tion, and the title to the assets vests in the surviving partner, im- 
pressed with a trust to close up the partnership business, pay the 
debts and turn over to his personal representative the share of the 
deceased partner. Walker v. Miller, 448. 


2, An arrangement between distributees and legatees to permit their 
property with the consent and codperation of the personal represen- 
_tatives of deceased partners to remain in common and to be used 
for their joint benefit, adopting the name of the old firm, constitutes a 
partnership. Jbid. 


3. A deed made to “Jas. Webb, Jr., & Bro.,” a paeteerunts name and style 
adopted by the distributees and legatees of the deceased: partners, 
is valid, though the partners are not named in the deed, it being a 
latent ambiguity . which may be explained by parol. Jbid. 


PENALTIES. See Fines. 
1. Under section 188 of The Code, an aetea for a penalty, against a reg- 
ister of deeds and the surety on his official bond, abates by the death of 
the officer. Wallace v. McPherson, 297. : 


2. Under Laws 1905, chap. 259, the State prosecutes for misdemeanor and 
the board of supervisors can sue for the penalty. S. v. Holloman, 642. 


3. The Legislature has power to give “penalties,” which must be sued 
for, either wholly or in part to whomsoever shall sue for the same, 
and only the clear proceeds of such as accrue to the State go to the 
school fund under the provision of Art. IX, see. 5, of the Constitu- 
tion. S. v. Maultsby, 588. 


PLACE OF TRIAL. See Venue of Actions. 
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PLEADINGS. See Appeal and Error. 


1. Where the plaintiff moved below to amend his complaint, and the court 
intimated that it would allow the amendment if the plaintiff’s evi- 
dence was sufficient to warrant it, but by reason of an erroneous ex- 
clusion of testimony, the plaintiff was prevented from developing his 
whole case and was driven to a nonsuit, this Court will not dismiss 
the action either because the complaint is defective or because the 
cause of action as stated is barred by the statute of limitations. Bon- 
ner v. Stotesbury, 3. 


2. In an action for the possession of a mule, it was in the discretion of the 
court to allow the plaintiff to amend his complaint, which alleged 
simply ownership and wrongful detention, by setting out allegations of 
fraud and deceit on the part of the defendant in obtaining possession 
of the mule in a trade, such amendment being in no sense the intro- 
duction of a new cause of action. Joyner v. Early, 49. 


3. Where the complaint did not set out any cause of action in favor of one 
of the plaintiffs, the court properly allowed such plaintiff to submit 
to a nonsuit, it being simply a case of misjoinder of parties plaintiff 
which may be corrected by taxing him with such costs as are incurred 

by the misjoinder. Pritchard v. Mitchell, 54. 


4, Where the defendant, in reply to plaintiff’s letter of inquiry about W., 
stated that “we regard W. as a reliable and trustworthy gentleman 
with whom your samples and sales will be entirely safe, and doubly 
so as all tobacco of yours that might be shipped would come direct 
to our warehouse, and payment for all such tobacco would be made 
by us to you for all sales”: Held, the defendant’s demurrer on the 
ground that the letter did not constitute a guaranty was properly sus- 

- tained. Hughes v. Warehouse Co., 158. 


5. Where a complaint alleges that the plaintiff, at a sale by a commis- 
sioner to make assets, purchased at a certain price per acre, a tract 
of land, the commissioner representing that said land contained 416 
acres, and bids being asked for at so much per acre, and paid for 416 
acres, and subsequently ascertained that the tract contained only 320 
acres: Held, that a cause of action is set up, in seeking to correct an 
overpayment by reason of an error in calculating the amount due, 
when there is no laches shown as to the purchaser and no change of 
condition by reason of which correction would work a prejudice to 
those for whose interest the land was sold. Peacock v. Barnes, 196. 


6. The issues arise upon the pleading and not upon evidential facts, but 
where there are no written pleadings, it is the duty of the court to 
so frame the issues after hearing the evidence, as to develop the 
whole case and to present to the jury the real issues of fact in dispute. 
Coxe v. Singleton, 361. 


7. A complaint alleged that the defendant negligently failed to deliver the 
following message sent by plaintiff from Newport News, Va., to Fay- 
etteville, N. C.,: “How is mother today? Let me know at once and 
I will come at once,” and that by reason thereof the plaintiff suffered 
mental anguish, knowing that his mother was sick and that he was 
forced to go to Fayetteville at great expense; and that when he 
reached there he found his mother better: Held, that a demurrer for 
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that no mental anguish was recoverable was properly overruled, as 
the cost of the trip is an element of damage, and the allegation as to 
mental anguish is not stated as a separate cause of action, but as a 
further element of damage. Hall v. Telegraph Co., 369. 


8. The complaint averring that the contract was made in Virginia, the 
rights of the parties will be determined by the laws of Virginia, so 
far as the same apply. Jbdid. 


9, Where the clerk of the court of G. County issued a notice to the respond- 
ent who had the will of the deceased in his possession to exhibit the 
same for probate it was the duty of the respondent to. obey the sum- 
mons and he could have raised in his answer the question of whether 
the will should be probated in G. or L. County. Jn re Scarborough 
Will, 423. 


10. Where a demurrer, in a proceeding for foreclosure upon the ground 
that the mortgagor, who had assigned his equity of redemption, was 
not made a party, was sustained, but no order was made directing 
him to be made a party, or dismissing the action for failure to do so, 
no appeal lies at this stage, even if such order is prejudicial. Ber- 
nard v. Shemwell, 446. 


11. In an action to recover on a specific contract for services rendered to 
the testator, where the complaint failed to allege in specific terms 
that the plaintiff fully performed the contract on her part, or that 
she was prevented from performing it by the testator, or by those au- 
thorized to act for him, it should be redrafted as to those particu- 
lars or properly amended. Tussey v. Owen, 457. 


POLICE POWER. See Constitutional Law. 


1. Chapter 292, Laws 1905, making it unlawful to set or fish any nets in 
certain sections of Albemarle and Pamlico sounds, from 15 January 
to 15 May in each year, and providing that any person who shall vio- 
late said act shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and further providing 
that the Oyster Commissioner shall seize all nets setting or being 
used in violation of said act, sell the same at public auction and ap- 
ply the proceeds to the payment of cost of removal and pay any bal- 
ance to the school fund is a constitutional exercise of the police 
power. Daniels v. Homer, 219. 


2. There is no individual or property right of fishery in the waters of Al- 
bemarle and Pamlico Sounds, but such right rests in the State, and is 
subject absolutely to such regulations as the General Assembly may 
prescribe and can be exercised only at such mmes and by such meth- 
ods as it may see fit to permit. Ibid. 


PONDING WATER. See Railroads. 


POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE TESTIMONY. 


Where it was material for the State to show that the prisoner fired the 
fatal shot, and several witnesses were introduced who swore posi- 
tively that when the fourth shot was fired the weapon was in the 
hands of the prisoner, while other witnesses testified that they did 
not see the pistol, and did not know in whose hands it was when the 
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fourth shot was fired, an instruction that it was the jury’s duty to 
give to positive testimony greater weight than they give to negative tes- 
timony, and that the testimony of the former witnesses was what that 
law terms positive, and that the testimony of the latter was negative, 
was proper, where the judge followed it up by adding an instruction 
that left the credibility of the witnesses to the jury. S. v. Murray, 
540. 


POSSESSION. See Adverse Possession. 


PRACTICE. See Appeal and Error; Injunctions; Amendments; Penalties; 
Costs; Case on Appeal. 


1. Where the plaintiff moved below to amend his complaint ; and the court 
intimated that it would allow the amendment if the plaintiff’s evi- 
dence was sufficient to warrant it, but by reason of an erroneous ex- 
elusion of testimony, the plaintiff was prevented from developing his 
whole case and was driven to a nonsuit, this Court will not dismiss 
the action either because the complaint is defective or because the 
cause of action as stated is barred by the statute of limitations. 
Bomner v. Stotesbury, 38. 


2. While this Court has the power of amendment, it will not exercise this 
power where the amendment would, perhaps, present a case substan- 
tially different from the one which was tried below and raise a ques- 
tion of law not involved in the present appeal. Jbid. 


3. Where at the first trial of the case judgment was entered for the de- 
fendants and the plaintiff appealed and a new trial was granted, and 
at the second trial, the defendants again recovered and in the judg- 
ment, the plaintiff was taxed with all the costs of the defendants in 
the action, except the costs of appeal: Held, the plaintiff’s exception 
to the judgment upon the ground that he was not taxable with any 
of the costs of the first trial, was without merit; sections 525-6 and 
510 of The Code, relating to taxation of costs, refer to a final recovery 
upon the merits. Williams v. Hughes, 17. 


4, Where a party requests the court to charge the jury that if they believe 
the evidence they should answer the issue in his favor, the adverse 
party is entitled to have the evidence considered most strongly in his 
favor and all facts which it reasonably tends to prove for him must 
be considered established, and any part of the evidence which tends 
to disprove the contention must be taken as true, as in case of a de- 
murrer to evidence or motion to nonsuit, and where the evidence on 
the issue was not all one way, the instruction was not a proper 
one. Board of Education v. Makely, 31. 


5. Where the defendant obtained possession of a mule in a trade with 
the plaintiff by false, fraudulent and. deceitful representations, the 
plaintiff may sue for damages for the false warranty or repudiate 

the trade and sue to recover the specific property. Joyner v. Harly, 
49. 


6. On hearings for injunctions the title is not required to be proved with 
that strictness and certainty of proof as upon the trial. Moore v. 
Fowle, 51. 
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7. The Act of 1901, chapter 666,.is not a limitation upon the power of 


10. 


11. 


12. 


13. 


14. 


16. 


the courts to continue injunctions until the controversy can be de- 
cided by court and jury, but was intended to preserve the timber 
upon lands in litigation pending the suit and throws greater safe- 
guards around the rights of litigants, and when the plaintiff satisfies 
the judge that his claim is bona fide and that he can show an appar- 
ent title to the timber, the judge should not dissolve the injunction, 
but continue it until the title can be finally determined. Ibid. 


. Where the complaint did not set out any cause of action in favor of 


one of the plaintiffs, the court properly allowed such plaintiff to sub- 
mit to a nonsuit, it being simply a case of misjoinder of parties plain- 
tiff which may be corrected by taxing him with the costs incurred by 
the misjoinder. Pritchard v. Mitchell, 54. 


. The writ of habeas corpus can never be made to perform the office of a 


writ of error or appeal. The investigation is confined to the ques- 
tion of jurisdiction or power of the judge to proceed as he did, and 
the merits of the controversy are not pass upon. He parte AfcCown, 
95. . 

In habeas corpus proceedings, this Court is bound by the judge’s find- 
ings of fact which were spread upon the record as required by the 
statute. Ibid. 


In direct contempts, the proceedings are generally of a summary charac- 
ter and there is no right of appeal, the facts being stated in the com- 
mittal, attachment or process and reviewable by habeas corpus, while 
in direct contempts the proceedings are commenced by citation or 


' rule to show cause, with the right of answer and to be heard in de- 


fense, and also with the right of appeal. Jodid. 


The court or the jury, upon proper instructions, as the case may be, 
should pass upon the reasonableness and necessity of an order of the 
Corporation Commission requiring track scales to be put in. Corpora- 
tion Commission v. R. R., 126. 


The approval by the judge of the clerk’s findings of fact is conclusive, 
unless the exception, for that there is no evidence to sustain them, 
ean be sustained. Carraway v. Lassiter, 145. ° | 


Where a petition for license to sell land was filed on 12 October, and 
the clerk, on the 15th day of the same month and before any summons 
was issued, made an order appointing a guardian ad litem, this was: 
irregular, but the service of process upon the infant defendant and 
the guardian ad litem, followed by the filing of an answer by him, 
cured the irregularity in the order of appointment. Jbid. 


. In the absence of an order to suspend further proceedings upon the fil- 


ing of a caveat, as provided by section 2160 of The Code, the acts of | 
the executor in filing a petition or proceeding with the sale of the land 
were not void nor were the rights of purchasers affected. Ibid. 


If the justice fails to discharge his duty to make his “return of appeal,” 
he may be compelled to do so by attachment, and if the return be 
defective, the judge may direct a further or amended return. Hawks 
v, Hall, 176. 
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LT. 


18. 


19. 


25. 


Where the judge set aside the deiote of commissioners because the re- 
port did not comply with the statute, and further found as a fact in 
his order that two of the commissioners had been guilty of gross in- 
discretion, this Court would not reverse his order, whether the report 
conformed to the statute or not. Porter v. Armstrong, 179. 


Where two issues are independent of and clearly severable from the 
others, it presents a proper case for the exercise of the discretion of 
this Court to restrict the new trial to said two issues. Yarborough v. 
Hughes, 199. 


The fact that proceedings had been instituted before a highway commis- 
sion, to acquire a right of way for a tramway or railway, and were 
pending in the Superior Court, does not prevent the court from inter- 
fering by injunction with the construction of the proposed railway, 
where the result of that proceeding could not affect the plaintiff’s 
right to enjoin the defendants. Cozard v. Hardwood Co., 283. 


. Upon a motion to dismiss an action for want of service, the complaint 


is not properly before the court. Higgs v. Sperry, 299. 


. Upon a motion to dismiss an action for want of service, the judge should 


find the facts and not simply find that all of the facts set out in the 
several affidavits are true. Jbid. 


. In an action for rent begun before a justice of the peace where the 


defendant denied plaintiff’s title and lease, the justice properly dis- 
missed the action. Hudson v. Hodge, 308. 


. The issues arise upon the pleadings and not upon evidential facts, but 


where there are no written pleadings, it is the duty of the court to so 
frame the issues after hearing the evidence, as to develop the whole 
case and to present to the jury the real issues of fact in dispute. 
Coxe v. Singleton, 361. 


. Merely craving an appeal is not taking an appeal. An appellant must 


look after his case and see that his appeal is made effectual. Love v. 
Love, 368. 


There is no law or practice which will permit a tender of judgment of 
one dollar as nominal charges as an aid toa defective demurrer. Hall 
wv. Telegraph Co., 369. 4 


. Upon appeal from an order of the siete adjudging the respondent in 


contempt, there was no error in the judge allowing additional aff- 
davits to be filed on the hearing before him. In re Scarborough will, 
493, 


. In a proceeding to attach the respondent for contempt in not producing 


for probate a will, the question whether the will should be probated 
in G. or L. County is not presented and cannot be passed upon. Jbid. 


| Where the clerk of the court of G. County issued a notice to the re- 


spondent who had the will of the deceased in his possession to exhibit 
the same for probate, it was the duty of the respondent to obey the 
Summons and he could have raised in his answer the question of 
whether the will should be probated in G. or L. County. Jbid. 
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29. Section 578 of The Code, which provides that the clerk or judge may in 
their discretion order either party to give to the other an inspection 
and copy, or permission to take a copy of any papers containing evi- 
dence relative to the merits of the action, does not authorize an order — 
that the respondent be required to deposit the papers in the clerk’s 
office. Mills v. Lumber Co., 524. 


80. There is no authority given to a justice of the peace to grant a new 
trial in a criminal case after he has made a final disposition of it. 
S. v. Lucas, 567. 


31, Under Laws 1905, chap. 259, the State prosecutes for the misdemeanor 
and the board of supervisors can sue for the penalty. State ~. Hollo-- 
man, 642. 


PRESUMPTIONS. 

1. In an action on a note, the mere introduction of the note raises a pre- 
sumption that the holder is only the equitable owner, and it is subject 
to any equities or other defenses of the maker against prior holders. 
Tyson v. Joyner, 69. 


2. A by-law of the defendant company which provided that any member 
failing to pay his assessment within sixty days from date of notice 
(which date shall be the day of mailing said notice) shall forfeit all 
rights in the company, is subject to rebuttal on the part of the plain- 
tiff by showing nonreceipt of notice, the defendant having properly 
postpaid and addressed the same. Sherrod v. Insurance Asso., 167. 


3, The presumption of payment from the lapse of time arises only between 
the executor and legatees, between debtor and creditor, it being a pro- 
tection to discharge a liability and it cannot arise to create a liability 
to a third person on the part of the person who should have received 
the legacy. Outlaw v. Gardner, 190. . 


4, Where a party fails to introduce in evidence documents that are rele- 
vant to the matter in question and within his control, and offers in 
lieu of their production secondary or other evidence of inferior value, 
there is a presumption or at least an inference that the evidence with- 
held, if forthcoming, would An Jnte his case. Yarborough v. Hughes, 
199. 


5. Where the pleadings themselves are notice to a party of the importance 
of certain writings in his possession, as evidence, notice to produce is 
not necessary. The failure to produce on notice merely increases the 
strength of the presumption or inference, or adds weight to the evi- 
dence, if any, offered by the other side as to their contents. Jbdid. 


PRINCIPAL AND AGENT. See Master and Servant. 


1. Where a contract which was intended to be a satisfaction of all notes, 
drafts and accounts of plaintiff’s creditors, was signed by defendant’s 
intestate ‘‘representing A,” who did not hold any such claim, but only 
was an endorser on plaintiff’s notes to A, the fact that the intestate’s 
name appears in the body of the contract does not impose a personal 
Hability upon him. Hicks v. Kenan, 387. ; 
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2, Where an agent acts within the scope of his authority and professes 
to act in the name and behalf of his principal, he is not personally 
liable. bid. — 


3. Where the question of agency in making a contract arises there is a 
distinction between instruments under seal and those not under seal. 
In the former case, the contract must be in the name of the principal 
and must purport to be his deed. In the latter, the question is al- 
ways one of intent, and when the meaning is clear, it matters not 
haw it is phrased nor how it is signed. Jbid. ; 


4. The court must be satisfied that an agency has been shown at least 
prima facie, before anything that the alleged agent has said or done 
can be submitted to the jury as evidence. Jackson v. Telephone Co., 
347. 


5. In passing upon the question of agency, the court did not err in permit- 
ting the jury to consider “any evidence of the acts of M. (an alleged 
agent), in connection with the work of the defendant, and whether 
the defendant was putting up the poles on the land claimed by the 
plaintiff, and whether M. was in charge of the construction work 

_ with authority. and whether he was in control of the labor and ma- 
terial and gave direction” as to how the work should be done. Jbdid. 


6. Where the jury found that the defendant’s agent arrested the plaintiff 
not because the plaintiff had assaulted him, but to put him out of 
the way, and thereby prevent his resistance to an entry upon the land 
it was a case where vindictive damages were allowable. Jbid. 


PRINCIPAL AND SURETY. 


1. Laws of 1898, chapter 453, section 1, which enacts: “That upon the 
execution of any voluntary deed of trust, or deed of assignment for 
the benefit of creditors, all debts of the maker thereof shall become 
due and payable at once.” applies to the sureties upon a note of the 
assignor. Pritchard v. Mitchell, 54. 


2. Where a contractor failed to complete ‘plaintiff’s houses according to 
eontract, and the latter completed them himself by direction of the 
defendant, who, as surety for the contractor, covenanted to pay all 
damages which should occur by the failure of the contractor to com- 
ply with his contract: Held, that the defendant is not liable for a de- 
ficiency, arising from the plaintiff’s having accepted drafts from the . 
contractor for labor and material for more than enough to absorb 
the sum which was due the contractor. Donlan v. Trust Co., 212. 


8. The court erred in holding that $100, which was admitted to be a rea- 
sonable charge for the plaintiff’s services in supervising the comple- 
tion of the houses was a proper charge only against the contractor. It 
was damages chargeable against the defendant surety, and could not 
be retained by the plaintiff out of the funds due the contractor, in 
preference to claims for labor and material. Ibid. | 


4, In an action against the defendant as surety for a defaulting contractor, . 
a charge made by the plaintiff for lawyer’s fee was properly dis- 
allowed. Jbid. 
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5. The damage sustained by the plaintiff for loss of rents which he should 

have received had the contractor completed the houses by the time 

specified in the contract, directly flows from the breach of the build- 

er’s contract, and is within the terms of the defendant’s contract of 
suretyship. Jbid. 


6. Under section 188 of The Code, an action for a seaeipe: against a regis- 
ter of deeds and the surety on his official bond, abates by the death of 
the officer. Wallace v. McPherson, 297. 


PRODUCTION OF PAPERS. See Documentary Evidence. 

Section 578 of The Code, which provides that the clerk or judge may in 
their discretion order either party to give to the other an inspection 
and copy, or permission to take a copy of any papers containing evi- 
dence relative to the merits of the action, does not authorize an order 
that the respondent be required to deposit the papers in the clerk’s 
office. Mills v. ILamber Co., 524. 


PROVISOS. 

While a proviso relates generally to what immediately precedes it, and is 
confined by construction to the subject matter of the section of which 
it is a part, yet if the context requires it, the proviso may be con- 
strued as extending to and qualifying other sections or even as being 
tantamount to an independent provision, the main object being to en- 
force the will of the Legislature as it is manifested by the entire en- 
actment. Propst v. Railroad, 397, 


PROXIMATE CAUSE. See Negligence, 
PUBLIC HIGHWAYS AND BRIDGES. See County Commissioners. 
PUBLIC LANDS. See Vacant Lands. 


PURCHASERS FOR VALUE. - See Judicial Sales; Connor Act. 
1. In the absence of fraud, a purchaser at a judicial sale, is only required 
to see that the court has jurisdiction of the person and the subject 
matter for his protection. Carraway v. Lassiter, 145. 


2. In the absence of an order to suspend further proceedings upon the 
filing of a caveat, as provided by section 2160 of The Code, the acts 
of the executor in filing a petition or proceeding with the sale of the 
land were not void nor were the rights of purchasers affected. Jbid. 


QUALIFIED VOTER. See Voter. 


QUANTUM MERUIT. See Contracts. 


While in some cases a recovery is permitted upon a quantum meruit, 
when a recovery could not be had upon the contract for the contract 
price, yet no recovery can be had for the contract price unless the 
contract has been performed. Tussey v. Owen, 457. 


QUESTIONS FOR COURT. 


1, Where the call in a deed is for a certain distance to a known and fixed 
line of another tract, the distance will be disregarded and the line 
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control, but the court should instruct the jury, as a oueston of law, 
what the boundaries are, leaving to them the question where they are. 
Jemings v. White, 23. 


2. The court or the jury, upon proper instructions, as the case may be. 
should pass upon the reasonableness and necessity of an order of the 
Corporation Commission requiring track seales to be put in. Corpor- 
ation Commission v. R. R., 126. 


QUESTIONS FOR JURY. 

1. Where the call in a deed is for a certain distance to a known and fixed 
line of another tract, the distance will be disregarded and the line 
eontrol, but the court should instruct the jury, as a question of law, 
what the boundaries are, leaving to them the question where they 
are. Jennings v. White, 23. 


2. The court or the jury, upon proper instructions, as the case may be, 
should pass upon the reasonableness and necessity of an order of the 
Corporation Commission requiring track scales to be put in. Corpor- 
ation Commission v. R. R., 126. 


8. Fhe court cannot instruct the jury in any case, when death by the 
wrongful act of the defendant is shown, that upon any state of facts 
it is their duty to render a verdict against the plaintiff, as “the rea- 
‘sonable expectation of pecuniary advantage from the continuance of 
the life of the deceased,” is necessarily an inference of fact from 
all of the evidence and can only be drawn by the jury. Carter vw. 
R. R., 499. 


4, Where the deadly character of the weapon is to be determined by the 
relative size and condition of the parties and the manner in which 
it is used, it is proper and necessary to submit the matter to the jury 
with proper instructions. S. v. Archbell, 537. 


5. The existence of premeditation and deliberation is a fact to be found 
by the jury when there is any evidence to warrant the finding. S. v. 
Daniel, 549. 


QUIETING TITLE. See Cloud on Title, 


RAILROADS. See Corporation Commission; Carriers; Negligence; Fellow 
Servant Act; Assumption of Risk. 


1. The Legislature has the power to supervise, regulate and control the 
rates and conduct of common carriers, and this regulation may be 
exercised either directly or through a commission. Conporation Com- 
mission v. R. R., 126. 


2. Under the act creating the Corporation Commission, it has the power 
to require a railroad to put in track scales at such points as the 
quantity of business may justify it. Ibid. 


8. In an action against a railroad for wrongfully ponding waters by per- 
manent structure, the cause of action is barred by the statute of 
limitations if any substantial injury was done to the land prior to 
five years next before action brought, under Acts 1895, chap, 224. 
Stack v. R. R., 366. 
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4. 


Ol 


10. 


Evidence that the read bed and culbert were built more than forty 
years ago, and that the water was ponded in a manner substantially 
similar to that now complained of as much as ten or fifteen years ago, 
is sufficient to sustain a finding that substantial injury was done 
prior to five years before action brought, though the plaintiff testified 
that the ponding had increased of late. Ibid. 


. The North Carolina Railroad Company is responsible for actionable 


negligence of the Southern Railway Company done in the operation of 
the road under the former’s lease, and in the exercise of its franchise. 
Mabry v. R. R., 888. 


One effect of the Fellow-servant Act (chap. 57, Private Laws 1897) is 
to abolish, so far as railroads are concerned, the doctrine known as 
the Fellow-servant Doctrine, and make the company responsible for 
the negligent acts of its employees in the course of their service or 
employment, when by reason of such negligence a fellow servant or 
other employee is injured. Jbid. 


. Chapter 367, Laws 1905, amending section 192 of The Code, with refer- 


ence to the place of trial of actions against railroads, applies to all 
railroads, both domestic and foreign. Propst v. R. R., 397. 


. In an action for damages for an injury from a collision, evidence which 


merely shows that it was possible that the failure to stop the train 
caused the injury, or merely raises a conjecture that it was so, is 
legally insufficient and should not be submitted to the jury. Kearns 
v. R. R., 470. ' 


In an action for damages for an injury from a collision with defend- 
ant’s train, the burden of proof was upon the plaintiff to show that 
the alleged negligence of the engineer in not stopping his train sooner 
than he did was not only the cause, but the proximate causé of the 
injury. Jbid. . 


Evidence that the plaintiff, driving his horse and buggy, crossed the de- 
fendant’s track and after he had gotten across and when distant from 
15 to 40 feet and about the time the engine passed the crossing, the 
horse began to back and continued backing and backed into the cars; 
that the engineman was looking out at the plaintiff and slackened 
the speed of the train, which was going very slowly, and after plain- 
tiff’s buggy struck it stopped very quickly in 15 feet of the crossing, 
according to one witness, and within two or three car lengths, accord- 
ing to the plaintiff: Held, that the plaintiff failed to make out a case 
of actionable negligence. Ibid. 


11. In an action for damages for death by wrongful act, an instruction 


that ‘‘whenever an adult has been killed and his administrator brings 
suit . . . it is necessary for the administrator to show by affirm- 
ative evidence that the net earnings of the deceased exceeded his 
expenditures, and unless he has done that, it is the duty of the jury 
to say that he is not entitled to recover anything” is erroneous. Car- 
ter v. R. BR., 499. 


12. Under sections 1498-9 of The Code, the question is, did the relatives 


suffer any pecuniary loss by reason of the fact that the deceased 
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failed toe live out his expectancy, and in determining it the jury must 
take into consideration the entire life, character, habits, capacity, etc., 
of the deceased. Jbid. 


18. The court cannot instruct the jury in any case, when death by the 
wrougful act of the defendant is shown, that upon any state of facts 
it is their duty to render a verdict against the plaintiff, as “the rea- 
sonable expectation of pecuniary advantage from the continuance of 
the life of the deceased,” is necessarily an inference of fact from all 
of the evidence and can only be drawn by the jury. Jbid. 


14. In an action against the defendant railroad, if the jury should find that 
the plaintiff, while in the performance of his duty, was injured, as 
the proximate consequence of a defective engine or defective appli- 

aia ance, then the defense of assumption of risk is not open to the de- 
fendant, by reason of the Fellow-servant Act. Biles v. R. R., 528. 


15. While the mere working on in the presence of known and dangerous 
conditions, but in the honest effort to discharge his duty faithfully, 
usually treated under the head of assumption of risk, shall not be 
considered in bar of the plaintiff’s recovery, this does not at all mean 
that in cases against railroads from injuries, from defective appli-. 
ances, the plaintiff is absolved from all care on his part. Jbid. 


16. Except in extraordinary and imminent cases, like those of Greenlee 
and Trowler cases, the plaintiff in actions for negligence against rail- 
roads is required to act with that due care and circumspection which 
the presence of such conditions require, and if apart from the ele- 
ment of assumption of risk, he has been careless in a manner which 

amounts to contributory negligence, his action must fail. Ibid. 


17. The violation of a known rule of the company, made for an employee’s 
protection and safety, when the proximate cause of such employee’s 
injury, will usually bar a recovery. Ibid. 


REAL PARTY IN INTEREST. See Insurance. | 

1. Where a cause of action is assignable, either at jaw or in Sitity, the 
assignee is the real party in interest and the equitable owner of any 
species of property or right of action must prosecute in his own 
name, Cunningham v. R. R., 427. 


2, When the insurer against fire has paid the loss sustained, it is subro- 
gated to the rights of the insured and can alone, under section 177 
of The Code, as the real party in interest, maintain an action against 
the wrongdoer, and this right to be subrogated is independent of sec- 
tion 44, chapter 54, Laws 1899, and it is immaterial whether the in- 
sured makes an actual assignment or not. 


RECITAL OF EVIDENCE. 
An error in reciting the evidence is cured by the failure of counsel to 
eall it then and there to the attention of the court and have it cor- 
rected. .S. v. Murray, 540. | . 


REFORMATION AND CORRECTION. | 
1. To correct a bond for title on the ground of mistake, the evidence 
must be strong, clear and convincing, and where there is any evi- 
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dence to go to a jury on the question, they are to determine under 
proper instructions whether the evidence is ot the character required. 
King v. Hobbs, 170. 


2. Where both the plaintiff and defendant testified that before they went 
to a justice of the peace to have a bond for title written, they had 
come to a definite contract of sale of the land, and that the timber 
previously sold and conveyed to a lumber company was excepted, a 
prayer for instruction “that there was no evidence to show that the 
clauses, exempting from the bond the right and interest of the lum- 
ber company in the land, were omitted from said bond by mutual mis- 
take of the parties,” was properly denied. Jbdid. . 


3. Where a complaint alleges that the plaintiff, at a sale by a commis- 
sioner to make assets, purchased at a certain price per acre, a tract 
of land, the commissioner representing that said land contained 416 
acres, and bids being asked for at so much per acre, and paid for 
416 acres, and subsequently ascertained that the tract contained only 
320 aeres: Held, that a cause of action is set up, in seeking to correct 
an overpayment by reason of an error in caleulating the amount due, 
when there is no laches shown as to the purchaser and no change of 
condition by reason of which correction would work a prejudice to - 
those for whose interest the land was sold. Peacock v. Barnes, 196. 


4. Where the plaintiff’s land was advertised for sale under a deed of trust 
and prior to the sale the defendant made a contract with the plain- 
tiffs, agreeing to buy the land for himself with the stipulation that he 
would sell it to the plaintiffs for the amount of the purchase money 
paid by him, “with a reasonable advance thereon,” as a profit to him- 
self, the total sum to be divided into three instalments, and when the 
instalments were paid in full, the defendant should convey the land 
to the plaintiffs, the full agreement to be reduced to writing after the 
sale; and the defendant bought the land at the sale for $1,475, and he 
and the plaintiff entered into a contract containing substantially the 
above stipulations, except that it fixed the amount of the purchase 
money at $2,115: Held, that the plaintiffs have no equity to cancel or to 
reform the contract, there being no suggestion that defendant occupied 
any fiduciary relation to them at the time, or that there was any fraud 
practiced, and no issue asked as to the reasonableness of the price. 
Yarborough v. Hughes, 199. 


REGISTRATION. See Deeds; Voter. 


REGISTER OF DEEDS. 


Under section 188 of The Code, an action for a penalty, against a register 
of deeds and the surety on his official bond, abate by the death of the 
officer. Wallace v. McPherson, 297. 


REMAINDERS. 
1. Where lands were devised to a daughter for life “and after her death, 

the said lands are to go to the children of my said daughter and the 
children of such as are dead,” and the life tenant, who is living, had 

* several children, one of whom married and died, leaving the plain- 
tiffs the issue of such marriage: Held, the plaintiffs have but a con- 
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REMAIN DERS—Continued. 


tingent remainder, which may never vest, and they cannot during the 
life the life tenant maintain an action for WARNE for timber cut. 
Latham v. Lumber Co., 9. 


2. While the owner of the inheritance, either by way of reversion or vested 
remainder can maintain an action for waste, yet one entitled to a 
contingent remainder cannot maintain such an action, but the interest 
of a contingent remainderman in the timber will be protected by a 
court of equity by injunction. J/bid. 


3. In a special proceeding by an executor to sell the lands of his testatrix 
to make assets to pay her debts, a devisee (without children), to 
whom the entire estate was given for life, remainder to such children 
as she might leave surviving, and in default of issue to an asylum, 
represented the entire title for the purpose of enabling the court to 
proceed in the cause, and children thereafter born to her are bound 
by the judgment. Carraway v. Lassiter, 145. 


4, A person indebted cannot, by devising his lands, upon contingent limita- 
tions to parties not in esse, prevent their sale for payment of his debts 
until all who may by possibility take are born or every possible con- 
tingency is at an end. Jbdid. | 


5. To create any liability on the part of the legatee over to the remain- 
derman, there must be proof that the legatee recovered the sum. Out- 
law v. Garner, 190. 


G6. A sale and conveyance by the sheriff under the Revenue Act of 1874-5, 
of the lands of a life tenant for default in payment of taxes on his 
part, does not operate. to convey the interest of the remainderman. 
Smith v. Proctor, 314. 


_ REPEAL OF STATUTES. See Statutes; Provisos. 
RESISTING ARREST. See Arrest. 
RETURN TO NOTICE OF APPBAL. See Justices of Peace. 


ROADS. 


1. Chapter 259, Laws 1905, prescribing a method for working the roads 

: in Hertford County and providing in section. 17 thereof that any 

person desiring to use the roads of a township for the carrying on 

of his business of hauling mill logs or other heavy material with 

log wagons or other heavy vehicles, shall first obtain a license by pay- 

ing an annual license tax to the board of supervisors, and further 

providing that any person violating this section shall be guilty of a 

crime and liable to a penalty, deprives no citizen of any right to use 

the highway. It does not restrain trade, nor is it oppressive, but ex- 
ceedingly equitable. S. v. Holloman, 642. 


2. Where, under the authority of section 23, providing that section 17, 
above set out, shall not be enforced by any township unless a ma- 
jority of the board of supervisors of that township shall vote to en- 
force it, a majority of the board of a certain township adopted the 
provisions of section 17, the. defendant cannot avail himself of fhe 
fact that no written notice of the action of the board was served 
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ROADS—Continued. 


upon him, as the law did not require written notice and it appears 
that he had verbal notice. Ibid. 


3. The Legislature can provide a special road law and method of work- 
ing the public roads for a county, or several counties, or a township 
or other locality, and make the adoption of such system depend upon 
the acceptance or rejection thereof by the people or the landholders, 
or by the official board of such county, township or locality. Jbid. 


4, The Legislature has complete power to regulate the highways in the 
State and may prescribe what vehicles may be used on them, with a 
view to the safety of passengers over them and the preservation of 
the roads, and this power may be conferred upon local governing 
agencies and its being put into effect can be made dependent upon the 
action of the board of supervisors. Ibid. 


5. It is for the Legislature to prescribe by what methods the roads shali 
be worked and kept in repair—whether by labor, by taxation of 
property, or by funds raised from license taxes, or by a mixture of two 
or more of these methods—and this may vary in different counties and 
localities, Ibid. 


RULE IN SHELLEY’S. CASE. 

1. Where, by a clause in a will, land is given to P. “for life, and after his 
death to his heirs (lawful) forever,” P. took an estate in fee simple 
under the rule in Shelley’s case. Pitchford v. Limer, 138. 


2. Where the words “heirs of H.” in the deed are clearly not intended to 
denote the whole line of heirs to take in succession as said heirs from 
“generation to generation,’ but is simply only a designatio persone, 
‘meaning lawful child or children of H. who may be living at his death, 
the rule in Shelley’s case does not apply. Smith v. Proctor, 315. 


RULES OF EMPLOYER. 
1. The violation of a known rule of the company, made for an employee’s 
protection and safety, when the proximate cause of such employee’s 
injury will usually bar a recovery. Biles v. R. R., 528. 


2. Where a rule is habitually violated to the knowledge of the sniptoves 
or where a rule has been violated so frequently and openly, and for 
such a length of time, that the employer could by the exercise of ordi- 
nary care have ascertained its nonobservance, the rule is considered 
as waived or abrogated. Jbdid. 


RULES OF SUPREME COURT. See Practice. 


Rule 16. Docketing Appeals. S. v. Telfair, 555. 
Rule 27. Assignment of Errors. Hicks v. Kenan, 338. 


SALE OF LAND FOR ASSETS. See Executors and Administrators. 


SALES. See Judicial Sales. . 

1. Where the plaintiff’s stock in the defendant company was advertised 
for sale for failure to pay a certain amount due thereon, and the 
plaintiff before the sale tendered the secretary of the company in 
cash more than. said amount and told him he would tender more if 
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SALES—Continued. 

that was not enough, and the secretary did not allege that any more 
was due, but simply declined to accept payment: Held, this was a 
legal tender and the subsequent sale of the stock was void. Wilson v. 
Telephone Co., 395. | 

2. An agreement to deliver one-half gallon of whiskey, entered into by the 
defendant in a city where the sale of liquor is prohibited, and the 
receipt of the agreed price and delivery of the whiskey by the defend- 
ant within said city in pursuance of the agreement, constitute a sale 
of liquor on the part of the defendant within the prohibited terri- 
tory. 8S. v. Johnston, 640. 


SATISFACTION. 
Discussion of the equitable doctrine of satistaction. ‘Stocks v. Cannon, 60. 


SCHOOL FUND. 

Fines, from their very nature, being punishment for violation of the crimi- 
nal law, are imposed in favor of the State and belonging to the State, 
the Legislature cannot appropriate their clear proceeds to any other 
purpose than the school fund. S. v. Maultsby, 588. 


SELF-DEFENSE. See Excusable Homicide. 


SERVICE OF PROCESS. See Guardian and Ward. 
1. Upon a motion to dismiss an action for want of service, the complaint 
is not properly before the court. Higgs v. Sperry, 299. 


2. Upon a motion to dismiss an action for want of service, the judge 
should find the facts and not simply find that all of the facts set out 
in the several affidavits are true. Jbid. 


3. Under section 217 of The Code, a traveling auditor of a foreign corpora- 
tion, which had ceased to do business in the State, is not an officer 
upon whom process can be served. Jbid. 


4. A traveling auditor of a foreign corporation, who presented an account 
to the plaintiff and requested payment to himself, but received no 
money and presented the account, without authority, is not a “local 
agent” (under. section 217 of The Code) for the purpose of service 
of summons. L bid. 


5. The statute, which authorizes service of summons against iginesident 
insurance companies upon the Commissioner of Insurance, does not 
abrogate or affect the suspension of the running of the statute in such 
case. Green v. Insurance Co., 309. 


SERVICE OF PROCESS ON INFANT. See Guardian and Ward. 
SHELLEY’S CASE, RULE IN. See Rule in Shelley’s Case. 
SHERIFF’S DEED. | See Tax Title. 

SHORTAGE IN ACRES. See Reformation and Correction: 
SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE. See Contracts, 

| SPIRITUOUS LIQUORS. See Intoxicating Liquors. 
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STATUTES. See Criminal Statutes ; Provisos. 

1. Chapter 484, Laws 1903, making it unlawful to sell any drink contain- 
ing alcohol, is not repealed by chapter 497, Laws 1905, which pro- 
hibits the sale of spirituous, vinous or malt liquors or other intovicat- 
ing drinks and repeals all previous statutes in conflict. S. v. Parker, 
586. 


2. Under the provisions of section 20, chap. 800, Laws 1905, providing that 
it shall be unlawful for any person to have in his possession more 
than two gallons of whiskey at any one time, and the possession of a 
greater quantity shall be prima facie evidence that such person is en- 
gaged in the illegal sale of liquor, the Legislature only intended to 
give the possession of more than two gallons of whiskey evidential 
force on the charge of illegal sale and did not intend to make the 
possession of such quantity of whiskey in itself a crime. 8S. v. MeIn- 
tyre, 599, | 


STATUTE OF FRAUDS. See Fraud. 
STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS. See Limitation of Action. 
‘STATUTE OF USES. See Trusts and Trustees. 


STOCK AND STOCKHOLDERS. 

1. Where the plaintiff's stock in the defendant company was advertised 
for sale for failure to pay a certain amount due thereon, and the 
plaintiff before the sale tendered the secretary of the company in cash 
more than said amount and told him he would tender more if that 
was not enough, and the secretary did not allege that any more was 
due, but simply declined to accept payment: Held, this was a legal 
tender and the subsequent sale of the stock was void. Wilson v. Tele- 
phone Co., 395. 


2. Where the plaintiff’s stock oe been wrongfully sold, after a legal ten- 
der, he is entitled to a mandamus for the issue to him of his certifi- 
cate of stock upon payment of the amount due on the stock with in- 
terest to the date of tender and cost of advertisement. Jbid. 


STREETS AND SIDEWALKS. See Eminent Domain. 


~ SUBROGATION. 

1. When the insurer against fire has paid the igs sustained, it is subro- 
gated to the rights of the insured and can alone, under section 177 
of The Code, as the real party in interest, maintain an action against 
the wrongdoer, and this right to be subrogated is independent of sec- 
tion 44, chapter 54, Laws 1899, and it is immaterial whether the in- 
sured makes an actual assignment or not. Cunningham v. R. R., 427. 


2. If, after knowledge of the payment of the loss by the. insurer, the 
wrongdoer pays the damages sustained by the destruction of the prop- 
erty, such payment will not bar the action of the insurer to recover 
upon his subrogated right. Jbid. 


SUBSCRIBING WITNESSES. 


Where a witness to a will held the pen while his entire name was writ- 
ten, animo testandi, at the request of the testator and in his presence, 
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SUBSCRIBING WITNESSES—Continued. 7 | 
he is an effectual subscribing witness, and this is not affected by the 
fact that such witness was at the time able to write his own name. 
In re Will of Pope, 484. 


SUFFICIENCY OF EVIDENCE. See Evidence. 


1. In an action for damages for an injury from a collision, evidence which 
merely shows that it was possible that the failure to stop the train 
caused the injury, or merely raises a conjecture that it was so, is 
legally sufficient and should not be submitted to the jury. Kearns v. 
R. R., 470. 


2, Evidence should raise more than a mere conjecture as to the existence 
of the fact to be proved. Campbell v. Hverhart, 508. 


83. When this Court says that there is no evidence to go to the jury, it is 
not meant that there is literally and absolutely none, but there is 
none which ought reasonably to satisfy the jury that the fact sought 
to be proved is established. Jbid. 


SUMMONS. See Service of Process. — 
SUPERIOR COURTS. See Courts, Power of. 


SUPERVISORS OF ROAD. See Roads. 


. SUPPORT, ACTION FOR. 


In an action for support under section 1292 of The Code, a judgment of 
nonsuit was proper, where it appeared that the plaintiff, who was at 
that time domiciled in Massachusetts, brought a suit in that State to 
obtain an’ absolute divorce from the defendant, who appeared and 
answered and set up a decree of absolute divorce of a North Dakota 
court in bar of the plaintiff's demand, and that the Massachusetts 
eourt, after full hearing, dismissed the suit on the ground that the 
North Dakota decree was valid, and that the status of the parties 
was not that of husband and wife. Bidwell v. Bidwell, 402. 


SUPREME COURT. See Amendment to Pleadings; Rules of Supreme Court. 


SURVIVORSHIP. 


Where a conveyance is made to the husband and wife and three children, 
the husband and wife are together seized of one-fourth by entireties, 
and the children of one-fourth each, and upon the death of the wife, 

_ the husband acquires the one-fourth by right of survivorship. (Dic- 
tum in Hampton v. Wheeler, 99 N. C., 222, corrected.) Darden v. 
Timberlake, 181. | . 


SWAMP LANDS. 


In an action brought by plaintiffs for the purpose of having vacated and 
canceled a grant issued to the defendant upon the ground that the 
land was not the subject of entry and grant as it was swamp land 
and was vested in the plaintiff’s under section 2506 of The Code, an 
instruction that the jury must be satisfied by the greater weight of 
the evidence that the Jand described in the complaint is swamp land 
before they could find for the plaintiffs, was proper, though the plain- 
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SWAMP LANDS—Continued. : 
tiffs were in possession of the land when the suit was commenced. 
Board of Education v. Makely, 31. 


TAXATION, © 


1. An officer of a foreign corporation coming into this State and hiring 
hands for employment by himself as the officer of the corporation, is 
not “engaged in the business of hiring hands,” ete., and is not liable 
for the tax on emigrant agents, under Revenue Act of 1905. Lane v. 
Commissioners, 448. | 


2. The license tax provided for in Laws 1905, chap. 259, is simply a mode 
of regulating the use of the public roads and requiring that those 
desirous of using them, for extraordinary purposes, as hauling heavy 
lumber and logs over the roads in unusually heavy vehicles, shall 
not do so without taking out a license for such unusual and extra- 
ordinary and injurious use of the public highway, and paying a license 
tax for the privilege. S. v. Holloman, 642, 


8. It is for the Legislature to prescribe by what methods the roads shall 
be worked and kept in repair—whether by labor, by taxation of prop- 
erty, or by funds raised from license taxes, or by a mixture of two or 
more of these methods—and this-may vary in different counties and 
localities. Ibid. 


TAX TITLE. 


1. A sale and conveyance by the sheriff under the Revenue Act of 1874-5, 

of the lands of a life tenant for default in payment of taxes on his 

part, does not operate to convey the interest of the remaindermen. 
Smith v. Proctor, 314. 


2. A tax title which conveys only the interest of the life tenant, is not 
color of title against the remaindermen, nor is possession thereunder 
adverse until the death of the life tenant. Jbdid. 


TELEGRAPHS. 


; 

1, The addressee of a telegram, where there has been a wrongful failure 
to deliver, or negligent error in transmission, may, under certain 
circumstances, recover compensatory damages for mental anguish, 
where the message is for his benefit or concerns his domestic or social 
interests, and this independent of any bodily or substantial pecuniary 
injury. Dayvis v. Telegraph Co., 79. 


2. In an action to recover for mental anguish for negligence in the trans- 
mission or delivery of a telegram, it is not necessary that the claim- 
ant should be a very near relative, nor that the telegram should 
contain a message concerning sickness or death, but it is necessary 
that the grievance complained of should amount to a high degree of 
mental suffering and not consist simply of annoyance or disappoint- 
ment and regret. Jbid. 


3. Before a recovery can be had for mental anguish, the telegraph com- 
pany must be notified that mental anguish will naturally and reason- 
ably follow as a result of its misconduct, either from the character 
and contents of the message itself or from facts within its knowledge, 
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TELEGRAPHS—Continued. 
or brought to its attention at the time of accepting the message for 
transmission, or certainly in time to have enabled it to avoid the 
consequence complained of, by due care. Jbid. 


4, In an action by the plaintiff to recover for mental anguish from the 
failure of the defendant to deliver the following message sent to him 
by his wife: “Got left. Be there at 7:30 o’clock tomorrow.” Signed 
“D,” the testimony of his wife that when she gave the message to the 
operator she told him she had been thrown over in Weldon, had two 
children with her, they were sick, her husband was to meet her and 

would be worried unless he got the message, is ample to notify the 
defendant that its failure to deliver the message might result in ac- 
tionable suffering and mental anguish. Jbdid. 


5. In cases for mental anguish, in awarding the damages to be recovered, 
_ the law governing cases for breach of contract applies. Jbid, 


6. In an action by the husband for mental anguish the admission of evi- 
' dence of the privation and suffering of the wife and children would 
be reversible error but for the fact that in the charge the court with- 
drew it from the consideration of the jury. Jbid. 


7 Where the court had in express terms told the jury that neither the pri- 

vations of the wife nor her husband’s mental anxiety, by reason of such 

_ suffering, should be considered by them, the addition that they should 

consider “only the mental anxiety of the husband by reason of these 

circumstances” could only mean such circumstances as under his 
charge should be held pertinent. Jbid. 


8. A telegraph company is liable in damages for the mental anguish suf- 
fered by the husband by reason of the company’s default in failing to 
deliver a message sent by the wife who had taken the wrong train, 
informing him of this fact, the purpose of the message being to pre- 
vent anxiety. (Sparkman v. Telegraph Co., 130 N. C., 447, overruled.) 
Ibid. 


9. A complaint alleged that the defendant negligently failed to deliver the 
following message sent by plaintiff from Newport News, Va., to Fay- 
etteville, N. C.: “How is mother today? Let me know at once and I 
will come at once,” and that by reason thereof the plaintiff suffered 

mental anguish, knowing that his mother was sick, and that he was 
forced to go to Fayetteville, at great expense, and that when he 
reached there he found his mother better: Held, that a demurrer 
for that no mental anguish was recoverable was properly overruled, 
as the cost of the trip is an element of damage, and the allegation as 
to mental anguish is not stated as a separate cause of action, but as a 
further element of damage. Hall v. Telegraph Co., 369. 


TENANTS BY ENTIRETY. 


Where a conveyance is made to the husband and wife and three children, 
the husband and wife are together seized of one-fourth by entireties, 
and the children of one-fourth each, and upon the death of the wife, - 
the husband acquires the one-fourth by right of survivorship. (Dic- 
tum in Hampton v. Wheeler, 99 N. C., 222, corrected.) Darden v. 

Timberlake, 181. — 
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THNANTS IN COMMON. 

1. Under a deed to “S. and wife A., and their heirs, including the former 
children of said A. by another husband,” the plaintiffs, who are A.’s 
children by the former husband, and were living at the time of the 
execution of the deed, took as grantees and as tenants in common 
with 8. and A. Darden v. Timberlake, 181. 


2. By virtue of section 1328 of The Code, a child if en ventre sa mere at 
the time the deed was executed took as tenant in common with the 
living children. Campbell v, Everhart, 503. 


TENDER. : 
Where the plaintiff’s stock in the defendant company was advertised for 
sale for failure to pay certain amount due thereon, and the plaintiff 
before the sale tendered the secretary of:the company in cash more 
than said amount and told him he would tender more if that was not 
enough, and the-secretary did not allege that any more wag due, but 
simply declined to accept payment: Held, this was a legal tender and 
the subsequent sale of the stock was void. Wilson v. Telephone Oo., 
395. 


TIMBER LANDS. See Injunctions; Eminent Domain. 
TITLE. See Ejectment. | 


TITLE TO REAL ESTATE IN CONTROVERSY. 


In an action for rent begun before a justice of the peace where the defend- 
ant denied plaintiff’s title and lease, the justice properly dismissed 
the action. Hudson v. Hodge, 308. 


TORTS. See Malicious Prosecution; Abuse of Process; False Imprisonment. 


TRACK SCALES. See Corporation Commission. 

1, Under the act creating the Corporation Commission, it has the power 
to require a railroad to put in track scales at such points as the 
quantity of business may justify it. Corporation Commission v. R. R.., 
126. 


2. This power cannot be unreasonably exercised, and such orders are sub- 
ject to review by the Superior Court and by this Court. Jbid. 


8. It is not the number of shippers, but the number of carloads to be 
weighed, which is the test whether it is reasonable to have facilities 
for weighing carloads upon track scales at a station, and it is imma- 
terial that the petition affected only one point and one shipper. 
lbid. 


TRAMWAYS. 

The amendment made to sections 2056- 2057 of The Code, by chapter 46, 
Laws of 1887, in so far as it authorizes owners of timber lands to con- 
demn a right of way for tramways or railways over the lands of other 
owners for the exclusive use of the owners of the timber, is uncon- 
stitutional, in that private property can only be taken for a public 
use. Cozard v. Hardwood Co., 283. 


“TRANSACTIONS WITH DECEASED. See Evidence. 
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TRESPASS. See Waste, Action for. 


TRIALS. See Practice. 


1. Where, at the first trial of the case, judgment was area for the de- 
fendants and the plaintiff appealed and a new trial was granted, and 
at the second trial, the defendant again recovered and in the judg- 
ment, the plaintiff was taxed with all the costs of the defendants in 
the action, except the costs of appeal: Held, the plaintiff’s exception 
to the judgment upon the ground that he was not taxable with any 
of the costs of the first trial, was without merit; sections 525-6 and. 
540 of The Code, relating to taxation of costs, refer to a final recov- 
ery upon the merits. Williams v. Hughes, 1%. 


2. Where two issues are independent of and clearly severable from the 
others, it presents a proper case for the exercise of the discretion of 
this Court to restrict the new trial to said two issues. Yarborough v. 
Hughes, 199. 


TRUSTS AND TRUSTEES. 


1. The bank oceupied the relation of trustee, and as such it. held the col- 

' laterals, and it was its duty to protect them. Questions of public 

policy, such as usury or encouraging litigation, are not involved. 
Lumber Co, v. Pollock, 174. 


2. Where property was conveyed in trust for M. during her life, with power 
of appointment, and on her failure to make the appointment in trust 
to surrender and deliver up said property to such child, etc., as may 
be living at her death, and M. died in 19083: Held, that possession 
by the defendant of said property since 1856, claiming to own the 
same in fee simple, under a deed from W., who had no title, is ad- 
verse to the trustee and bars the plaintiffs, who are the child and 
grandchild of M. Kirkman v. Holland, 185. 


3. A trust, declared in a deed to a trustee which imposed the duty upon 
the trustee to convey the legal title when directed by M., and in default 
of such instruction’ to surrender and deliver it up to such child, etce.,. 
as M. might leave surviving, is not of that class which is executed 
by the statute of uses. Jbid. 


4, When the trustee, in an active trust, is barred by the statute of limita- 
tions, the cestuis que trustent are also barred. Jbdid. | 


5. A trustee will take by implication of law a fee in the estate when the 
duties of the trust require it, although the conveyance is in terms of 
life estate or fails to use the word “heirs.” Smith v. Proctor, 314. 


6. Where a deed conveyed a tract of land to a trustee and his survivors, in 
trust for H. during his life, and in the event of H. not leaving lawful 
issue, the trustee to convey to the heirs of G., but in case of lawful 
issue of H., then the trustee to make title to heir of H., the entire 
estate passed, the trustee holding for H. during his life and then in 
trust to convey the land to the lawful children of H., and the exigen- 
cies of the trust having terminated on the death of H. leaving children, 
the statute will execute the unnecessary portion of the estate. Jbid. 


7. Where ©. agreed to sell the guano of O. and to deliver to O. notes of the 
planters to whom he sold, to be held by O. as collateral security, and 
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TRUSTS AND TRUSTEES—Continued. 
that all proceeds of guano sold were to be held by C. in trust for the 
payment of his notes, O. is entitled to the proceeds of the notes paid 
to the defendants as against the plaintiff to whom the lien bonds se- 
curing said notes were assigned, though the plaintiff had no notice 
of O.’s claim. Chemical Co. v. McNair, 326. 


8. The death of a partner, in the absence of any stipulation in the articles 
of copartnership to the contrary, works an immediate dissolution, and 
the title to the assets vests in the surviving partner, impressed with 
a trust to close up the partnership business, pay the debts, and turn 

. over to his personal representatives the share of the deceased part- 
ner. Walker v. Miller, 448. 


ULTRA VIRES ACTS. See County Commissioners. 


UNBORN CHILDREN. 
1. By virtue of section 1328 of The Code, a child if en ventre sa mere at 
the time the deed was executed took as tenant in common with the 
- living children. Campbell v. Everhart, 503. . * 


2. A census list (found in the clerk’s office) was not competent evidence 
to show that one of the grantees was not in esse at the date of the 
deed—census reports being competent only to prove facts of a public 
nature. Ibid. — 


USURY. 


The profit realized by the defendant, even if excessive, would not amount 

to usury, unless it was a mere device to cover and conceal an usu- 

rious tarnsaction, and this would depend upon the intent with which 

the inerease was exacted and in the absence of a finding of unlawful 

intent, the transaction will not be declared usurious. Yarborough v. 
Hughes, 199. 


VACANT LANDS. 


1. Where, in proceedings under the laws relating to entry of vacant lands, 
it was admitted by the plaintiffs (protestants) that they could not 
show possession of any part of the land except during the years 1874- 
1876, nor any paper-writing to any person for any part of the land 
covered by said entry, except three deeds which failed to connect the 
plaintiffs in any way with the land, the court properly dismissed the 
proceedings. Johnson v. Wescott, 29. 


2. In an action brought by plaintiffs for the purpose of having vacated 
and canceled a grant issued to the defendant upon the ground that 
the land was not the subject of entry and grant as it was swamp land 
and was vested in the plaintiffs under section 2506 of The Code, an 
instruction that the jury must be satisfied by the greater weight of 
the evidence that the land described in the complaint is swamp land 
before they could find for the plaintiffs, was proper, though the plain- 
tiffs were in possession of the land when the suit was commenced. 
Board of Education v. Makely, 31. 
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VENUE OF ACTIONS. 
1. Chapter 367, Laws 1905, amending section 192 of The Code, with ee 
ence to the place of trial of actions against railroads, applies to all 
railroads, both domestic and foreign. Propst v. R. R., 397. : 


2, The amendment of 1905 does not repeal section 194, but the latter will 
be confined to corporations, other than railway companies, which have 
been chartered by any other State, government or country. Jbid. 


VERDICT, IMPEACHMENT OF. 

An exception to the refusal of the court to set aside the ganaiee because 
several of the jurors signed a paper to the effect that they did not 
fully understand the issues and the legal effect of their findings, is 
without merit, as jurors cannot be heard to impeach their verdict. 
Coxe v. SION 361. 


VOTER. . 

1. The fact that a voter is registered on the permanent roll as provided 
by the Constitution does not dispense with the necessity of his reg- 
istering anew in order to become a qualified voter, whenever re- 
quired by the statutes regulating the registration of voters. Clark v. 
Statesville, 490. 


2. The making of a permanent roll. or record was intended to be done for 
the sole purpose of furnishing convenient and easily available evidence 
of the fact that those whose names appear thereon are not required 
to have the educational qualifications. Jbid. 


' 


38. When the law requires that a majority of the qualified voters should 
have cast their votes for a given proposition before it becomes a law, 
it means a majority of the registered voters. Ibid. 


WAREHOUSEMEN. See Carriers. 


1. Where goods were placed upon the defendant’s wharf and the plain- 
tiffs, consignees, were notified of their arrival and paid for freight 
and commenced to remove them, the defendant’s responsibility as a 
common carrier thereby terminated, and any obligation which re- 
mained was that of warehouseman or wharfinger, and the standard 
of conduet is that of ordinary care. Stone v. Steamship Co., 193. 


2. When the baggage has arrived at its destination and has been deposited 
at the usual or customary place of delivery and kept there a suffi- 
cient time for the passenger to claim and remove the same, the com- 
pany’s liability as a common carrier ceases, and it is thereafter 
liable only as a warehouseman, and bound to the use of ordinary 
care. Trouser Co. v. R. R., 382. 


WARRANTY. See Covenants of Warranty; Deeds; Deceit. 


There is no implied warranty in the sale of real estate when made other- 
wise than by judicial decree, either as to quantity, title, or encum- 
brance, and the cases in which the courts have relieved the purchaser 
at a judicial sale by reason of a defect. or title or shortage, have 
been usually instances in which such matters have been called to the 
attention of the court prior to confirmation and payment, and while 
the sale was under the control of the court. Peacock v. Barnes, 196. 
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WASTE, ACTION FOR. 


1. While the owner of the inheritance, either by way of reversion or 
vested remainder can maintain an action for waste, yet one entitled 
to a contingent remainder cannot maintain such an action, but the 
interest of a contingent remainderman in the timber will be pro- 
tected by a court of equity by injunction. Latham v. Lumber Co., 9. 


2. Where lands were devised to a daughter for life “and after her death, 
the said lands are to go to the children of my said daughter and the 
children of such as are dead,” andthe life tenant who is living, had 
several children, one of whom married and died, leaving the plaintiffs 
the issue of such marriage: Held, the plaintiffs have but a contingent 
remainder, which may never vest, and they cannot during the life of 
the life tenant maintain an action for waste for timber cut. Jbid. 


WHARFINGER. See Warehousemen. 


WILLS. 


1. Where, by a clause in a will, land is given to P. “for life, and after his 
death to his heirs (lawful) forever,” P. took an estate in fee simple 
under the rule in Shelley's case. Pitchford v. Limer, 18. 


2. Where a will gave to a son who resided in Mississippi, the’ privilege 
of coming back to North Carolina and taking certain land, or remain- 
ing where he was, and receiving other benefits under its terms, and he 
preferred to remain in Mississippi and elected to take other prop-. 
erty bestowed upon him by the will: Held, the estate in said land 
never vested in him, it being an executory devise dependent upon a: 
contingency which did not occur, and the doctrine that conditions in 
restraint of alienation are void has no application. Jbid. 


3. A person indebted cannot, by devising his lands, upon contingent limi- 
tations to parties not im esse, prevent their sale for payment of his 
debts until all who may by possibility take are born or every possible 
contingency is at anend. Carraway v. Lassiter, 145. 


4, In the absence of an order to suspend further proceedings upon the 
filing of a caveat, as provided by section 2160 of The Code, the acts 
of the executor in filing a petition or proceeding with the sale of the 
land were not void nor were the rights of purchasers affected. Jbid. 


5. Defendant’s intestate in January, 1861, was bequeathed, among other 
legacies, $500 in money to her and her heirs forever, and if she 
died leaving no child, said money to go to plaintiff’s intestate and her 
heirs. Defendant’s intestate died in 1903, leaving no child, and 
plaintiff’s intestate died in 1887. In this action, brought to recover 
the $500, alleging that the legacy had been paid to defendant’s intestate, 
the following evidence: 1. The will. 2. The inventory and account 
sale filed in 1861, showing $13,000. 3. Report of commissioner show- 
ing that in September, 1863, there was in the hands of executors 
$14,000 due the legatees, none of whom had been paid. 4. Receipts 
from two of the legatees in 1868, acknowledging receipt of a much 
smaller amount than their legacies, in full of all due from said execu-. 
tor, was properly held no evidence of payment of said $500 legacy to 
defendant’s intestate. Outlaw v. Garner, 190. | 
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WILLS—-Continued. 
6. The presumption of payment from the lapse of time arises only between 
the executor and legatee, between debtor and creditor, it being a pro- 
‘tection to discharge a liability and it cannot arise to create a liability 
to a third person on the part of the person who should have received 
the legacy. J/bid. 


7. To create any liability on the part of the legatee over to the remainder- 
man, there must be proof that the legatee recovered the sum. IJbid. 


8, Where the clerk of the court of G. County issued a notice to the respond- 
ent who had the will of the deceased in his possession to exhibit the 
same for probate, it was the duty of the respondent to obey the sum- 
mons and if he could have raised in his answer the question of 
whether the will should be probated in G. or L. County. Jn re Scar- 

— borough Will, 428. 

9. Where a witness to a will held the pen while his entire name was writ- 
ten, animo testandi, at the request of the testator and in his presence, 
he is an effectual subscribing witness, and this is not affected by the 
fact that such witness was at the time able to write his own name. 
In re Will of Pope, 484. 


WITNESSES. See Evidence; Subscribing Witnesses. 

Where the plaintiff’s witness, on cross-examination, testified to the good 
character of the defendant, a question on redirect examination, as to 
whether he had not heard that the defendant had committed certain 
offenses, was properly excluded. Cowe v. Singleton, 361. 


‘WRITS. See Habeas Corpus; Injunctions. 
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